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ADVERTISEMENT TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


Nine years have now elapsed since “The Old Paths” 
appeared as a volume. They have been translated, in the 
meantime, into Hebrew, German, and French ; and their 
merits discussed by the learned and unlearned of the 
Jewish people, in all the countries of their dispersion. The 
reception has in general been favourable, and the effect 
upon the Jewish mind perceptible. Since their first ap- 
pearance, the West London Synagogue and the Liturgies 
of the British Jews, both renouncing that which “The Old 
Paths ” pronounced objectionable, have started into ex- 
istence. The assembled rabbies at Brunswick and Frank- 
fort have discussed topics similar to some treated in “The 
Old Paths,” and in some cases come to similar conclusions 
respecting the value of Rabbinic Traditions. The Reform 
Societies of Germany have commenced a formidable attack 
upon the Oral Law, and a free discussion is now carried on 
in the numerous Jewish periodicals of that country, of 
which the results are easily foretold. The promised Ger- 
man translation of the Talmud, if ever completed, must* 
without any discussion, overthrow Talmudism. Its exhibi- 
tion in any European language is the most fatal attack 
that can be made on its authority. It needs only to be 
seen as it is, in order to be rejected. The reader is again 
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warned against mistaking this discussion of the merits of 
Rabbinism for an attack upon the Jewish people, or the 
rabbies of the present day. The reproach attaches not to 
the victims, but to the authors of tradition. The Jews are 
a great and a noble people, and the majority ignorant of 
the details of the system, by which they have been bowed 
down and misrepresented for centuries ; so ignorant, in- 
deed, that some zealously undertake a defence of the 
whole, maintain that Rabbinism is a perfect model of cha- 
rity and wisdom, and regard “ The Old Paths ” as a mere 
emanation of common Anti- Jewish prejudice. Such per- 
sons are requested to compare these papers with the 
articles in the Jewish periodical, entitled, 44 Der Israelit 
des Neun zehnten Jahr hunderts,” written by Rabbi 
Dr. Holdheim, and other distinguished Jewish scholars. 
They will there find that, had the author not been in- 
fluenced by a desire to avoid all occasion of unnecessary 
offence, truth might have been stated with more severity. 

A mistake in one number, not, however, affecting the 
argument, has been corrected. 


ADVERTISEMENT TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


The reader will perceive, by the date at the head of each 
number, that the following papers were published weekly, 
and, from the contents, he will readily infer that they were 
intended for distribution amongst those Jews who still 
adhere to the rabbinic system. But in presenting them 
to the public as a volume, it may be well to state that the 
great object was to exhibit Judaism as it appears in its 
practical workings, and that, therefore, most references 
are made to the Jewish Prayer-book, and to the codes of 
law cqmmonly in use amongst rabbinic Jews, and which 
are considered as authoritative. It was the Author’s 
wish, not to ridicule any man’s superstition, but to instruct 
those, whom Moses and the Prophets would have declared 
to be in error. He has therefore, carefully avoided the 
tone in which Eisenmenger and others have treated this 
subject, and, in treating the Jewish legends, has confined 
himself to those which are mentioned in the prayers of the 
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Synagogue. The materials are the result of many years’ 
study and practical observation. Buxtorf, Majus, Edzard, 
Eisenmenger, Wagenseil, &c., have been carefully con- 
sulted, but the Jewish Liturgies, the Arbah Turim, the 
Shulchan Aruch, the Yad Hachasakah, are the principal 
sources, whence this view of Judaism has been drawn. 
The Author has only to add a hope, that these papers may 
not be misunderstood, either by Jew or Christian, but that 
all ’who read them will carefully distinguish between Juda- 
ism and the Jewish people — and a wish, that they may 
contribute to the welfare of Israel, and the promotion of 
truth. 
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THE OLD PATHS. 


No. I.* 

RABBINISM NOT A SAFE WAY OF SALVATION. 

Salvation is of the Jews. Amongst all the religions 
systems existing in the world, there are but two deserving of 
attentive consideration, and they are both of Jewish origin, 
and were once exclusively confined to the Jewish nation. 
They are now known by the names of Judaism and Chris- 
tianity; but it must never be forgotten that the latter is as 
entirely Jewish as the former. The Author of Christianity 
was a Jew. The first preachers of Christianity were Jews. 
The first Christians were all Jews; so that, in discussing the 
truth of these respective systems, we are not opposing a Gen- 
tile religion to a Jewish religion, but comparing one Jewish 
creed with another Jewish creed. Neither in defending 
Christianity, do we wish to diminish aught from the pri- 
vileges of the Jewish people; on the contrary, we candidly 
acknowledge that we are disciples of the Jews, converts to 
Jewish doctrines, partakers of the Jewish hope, and advocates 
of that truth which the Jews have taught us. We are fully 
persuaded that the Jews whom we follow were in the right — 
that they have pointed out to us “ the old paths,” “ the good 
way,” and “we have found rest to our souls.” And we, 
therefore, conscientiously believe, that those Jews who follow 
the opposite system are as wrong as their forefathers, who, 
when God commanded them to walk in the good old way, re- 
plied, “ We will not w r alk therein.” Some modem Jews think 
that it is impossible for a Jew to be in error, and that a Jew, 
because he is a Jew, must of necessity be in the right. Such 
persons seem to have forgotten how the majority of the people 
erred in making the golden calf — how the generation that 
came out of Egypt died in the wilderness because of their un- 
belief-how the nation at large actually opposed and per- 
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secuted the truth of God in the days of Elijah — how their 
love of error sent them into the Babylonish captivity — and how 
there has been some grievous error of some kind or other, 
which delivered them into the hands of the Romans, and has 
kept them in a state of dispersion for so many hundred years. 
But the passage from which our motto is taken sets forth most 
strikingly the possibility of fatal mistake on the part of the 
Jewish nation, and also the possibility, in such a ease, of God’s 
turning to the Gentiles. “ Thus saith the Lord, Stand ye in 
the ways, and see, and ask for the old paths, where is the good 
way, and walk therein, and ye shall find rest for your souls. 
But they said, We will not walk therein. Also, I set watch- 
men over you, saying, Hearken to the sound of the trumpet. 
But they said, We will not hearken. Therefore hear , ye 
nations , TOEtP t and know, O congregation, w r hat is 

among them. Hear, 0 earth ; behold, I will bring evil upon 
this people, even the fruit of their thoughts, because they have 
not hearkened unto my words , nor to my law , but rejected it .” 
— Jer. vi . 16 — 19. Who will dare to deny, after such a pas- 
sage, the possibility of a Jew’s being in error ? 

But some may ask, "What is Judaism ? what is Christianity ? 
Answer. — Judaism is that religious system contained and 
acknowledged in the prayers of the Jewish synagogue, whether 
German or Portuguese, and professed by all who use them as 
the ritual of their worship. Christianity is the religious sys- 
tem taught in the New Testament ; or, in other words, Juda- 
ism is the Old Testament explained according to the tradi- 
tional law, rtD b^QD rmru Christianity is the Old Tes- 
tament explained according to the New. According to this 
explanation, the Jewish Prayer-book teaches the divine autho- 
rity of the oral law. Of this there can be no doubt, for, in the 
first place, the whole ritual of the synagogue service, and the 
existence and arrangement of the synagogue itself, is according 
to the prescription of the oral law, as may be seen by compar- 
ing the Jewish prayers with the Hilchoth T’phillah. If it be 
asked why the Jew uses these prayers, and no other — why he 
wears phylacteries (^b^Dn) and the veil (rpbt-) — why he con- 
forms to certain ceremonies at the New Year, and the Day of 
Atonement, and the other feasts — why he repeats a certain 
benediction at the reading of the law — why he reads out of 
a parchment roll, rather than out of a printed book — why a roll 
of the law written in one way is lawful, and in another way 
unlawful, the only answer is, the oral law commands us thus to 
do. The whole synagogue worship, therefore, from the begin- 
ning to the end of the year, is a practical confession of the 
authority of the oral law, and every Jew who joins in the 
synagogue worship does, in so far, conform to the prescriptions 
of Rabbinism. But, secondly, tho Jewish Prayer-book ex- 
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plicitly acknowledges the authority of the oral law. In the 
daily prayers, fol. 11, is found a long passage from the oral 
law, beginning, 

rD-rat be; pipn inrs 

“ which are the places where the offerings were slaughtered,” 
&c. On fol. 12, we find the thirteen Rabbinical rules for 
expounding the law, beginning, 

rials bssatiP 'm 

“ Rabbi Ishmael says,” &c. At the end of the daily prayers 
we find a whole treatise of the oral law, called, n*DS t 

“ the ethics of the fathers,” the beginning of which treatise 
asserts the transmission of the oral law. In the morning 
service for Pentecost, there is a most comprehensive declaration 
of the authority and constituent parts of the oral law. “ He, 
the Omnipotent, whose reverence is purity, with his mighty 
word he instructed his chosen, and clearly explained the law, 
with the word, speech, commandment, and admonition, in the 
Talmud, the Agadah, the Mishna, and the Testament, with the 
statutes, the commandment, and the complete covenant,” Szc., 
p. 89. In this prayer, as used, translated, and published by the 
Jews themselves, the divine authority of the oral law is ex- 
plicitly asserted, and the Talmud, Agadah, and Mishna, are 
pointed out as the sources where it is to be found. For these 
two reasons, then, we conclude that the Judaism of the Jewish 
Prayer-book is identical with the Judaism of the oral law, and 
that every Jew who publicly joins in those prayers does, with 
his lips at least, confess its divine authority. 

Having explained what we mean by Judaism, we now go on 
to another preliminary topic. Some one may ask, what is the 
use of discussing these two systems ? May they not both 
be safe ways of salvation for those that profess them ? To this 
we must, according to the plain declarations of these sys- 
tems themselves, reply in the negative. The New Testament 
denounces the oral law as subversive of the law of God. “ Then 
the Pharisees and scribes asked him, Why walk not thy dis- 
ciples according to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread 
with unwashen hands ? He answered and said unto them 
Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it is written, 
This people honoureth me with their Ups, but their heart is far 
from me. Howbeit in vain do they worship me, teaching for 
commandments the doctrines of men.” (Mark vii. 5 — 7.) The 
oral law is still more exclusive. It excludes from everlasting 
life all who deny its authority, and explicitly informs us that 
Christians are comprehended m this anathema, — 

rrroa wbs snn ebrib pbn cnb fsu? p ibsi 
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abiab cnstsm naan bna ba 7'orm ]'iaisi 
cnawm i'anp^Nm Tmn a'nbia •'abiabi 

: '131 mina 

“ These are they who have no part in the world to come , hut 
who are cut off, and perish, and are condemned on account of the 
greatness of their wickedness and sin for ever, even for ever and 
ever, the heretics and the Epicureans, and the deniers of the 
law? &c. Here is the general statement. But to prevent all 
mistake, a particular definition of each of these classes is added, 
from which we extract the following passage : — 

=33 minn fsa? i»isn r mira triDian rrt&bta 
n»n ->»s ns nns nam ib'BN ins pica lb'DN tt 
i 3 i 3 rT ] 3 i minn 1313 m 'in i»aa now 
tamanm ns brae? min smi man'Da 
it msa fpbnn snanta laisni nwai pns 7123 
sma? '3 ba F)s it min nbaa iaai nms maaa 
ntabtaa ins ba nnnnm c'laian 7123 n na» nnm 

: nnna 1313 sin nbs 

“ There are three classes of the deniers of the law . He who 
says that the laio is not from God, yea, even one verse or one 
word : or if he says that Moses gave it of his own authority . 
Such an one is a denier of the law . Thus, also, he who denies 
its interpretations : that is, the oral law, and rejects its Agadoth 
as Sadok and Baithos : and he who says that the Creator has 
changed one commandment for another, and that the law has long 
since lost its authority , although it was given by God , as the 
Christians and Mahometans, each of these three is a denier 
of the law.” — Hilchoth T’shuvah, c. iii. 8. 

In the first extract we see that those persons called “ deniers 
of the law,” are, according to the doctrine of modern Judaism, 
shut out from a hope of salvation. In the second extract we 
see that Christians are by name included in that class : from 
the two together it inevitably follows that modern Judaism 
teaches that Christians cannot be saved. We do not find any 
fault with modern Judaism for pronouncing this sentence ; we 
do not tax the Jews either with uncharitableness or intolerance 
because of this opinion. On the contrary, we honour those who, 
conscientiously holding this opinion, have the honesty and the 
courage to declare it. If they consider us as deniers of the law, 
they must, of course, believe that our state is far from safe ; and 
if this be their conviction, the best proof which they can give 
of true charity, is to warn us of our danger. But, at the same 
time, when a religious system condemns us by name, and pro- 
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nounces sentence concerning our eternal state in so decided a 
tone, and that simply because we dissent from some of its 
tenets, we not only think that we have a right to defend our- 
selves and our religion, hut consider it our bounden duty to ex- 
amine the grounds on which a system of such pretension rests, 
and honestly, though quietly, to avow our reasons for rejecting 
it. We know, indeed, that there are some Rabbinical Jews, who 
think this sentence harsh, and consider themselves justified in 
denying it, because there is another sentence in this same oral 
law, which says, “ that the pious amongst the nations of the 
world have a part in the world to come.” But can they prove, 
by any citation from the oral law, that Christians are included 
“ amongst the pious of the nations of the world?” If they can, 
then they will prove that in one place the oral law denies, and 
in another place affirms the salvability of Christians ; that is, 
they will prove that the oral law contains palpable contradic- 
tions, and therefore cannot be from God. If they cannot pro- 
duce any such citation, then the general declaration that “ the 
pious of the nations of the world ” may be saved, is nothing to 
the purpose ; for the same law which makes this general decla- 
ration, does also explicitly lay down the particular exception 
in the case of Christians, and that after it has made the general 
declaration. In fact, the exception follows close on the heels 
of the general rule. The general rule is,— 

.... « 2 n Dbisb pbn nnb w' bs-it£n bs 
: son cbipb pbn nnb t£T> bbisn ni3i« 'Ton 

M All Israel has a share in the world to come .... and also 
the pious of the nations of the world have a share in the world 
to come” The words which immediately follow this declara- 
tion contain the exception, — 

i '131 K3n nbivb pbn cnb psts ]n ibwi 

“ But these are they which have no part in the world to come,” 
&c. This exception is, therefore, plainly made in order to 
guard against any false inference from the general statement, 
and, therefore, according to the oral law, Christians cannot be 
saved. We proceed, therefore, to inquire into the merits of this 
system, which makes so decided a statement respecting our 
eternal state. We have a standard of comparison to which no 
Jew will object, even that Holy Book, which contains the 
writings of Moses and the prophets. We reject the oral law, 
not because it seems in itself bad or good to our judgment, but 
because it is repugnant to the plain words of the Old Testa- 
ment. There is not space to enter at large into the proof at 
present, but we subjoin one passage, which is in itself amply 
sufficient to disprove the divine authority of any religious 
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system where it occurs. In the Talmud, in the Treatise 
Pesachim, fol. 49, col. 2, we read as follows : — 

dyo limb mia y-iKn cv -irsbn 'm -ids 
vrabn ib nas naan nvnb bna? cmsan 
nn naaa ]iaa nr ;nb aa» liont&b na« ■>ai 

: naaa yiats law 

Rabbi Eleazar says, “ It is lawful to split open the nostrils of 
an amhaaretz (an unlearned man) on the I)ay of Atonement 
which falls on the Sabbath. His disciples said to him, Rabbi, 
say rather that it is lawful to slaughter him. He replied, 
That would require a benediction, hut here no benediction is 
needful.” It is hardly needful to remind the reader that the 
law of Moses says, nmn sb t “ Thou shalt not kill.” But 
there is in this passage a sneering contempt for the unlearned, 
which is utterly at variance with the character of Him “ whose 
mercies are over all his works,” the unlearned and the poor, as 
well as the mighty and the learned. 

Indeed the passage is so monstrous, that one is almost in- 
clined to think that it must have crept into the Talmud by 
mistake ; or, at the least, to expect that it would be followed by 
reprehension the most explicit and severe. But no, a little 
lower down another of these “ wise men ” says, — 

i r?a ijnpb nma \nsn aj? 

“ It is lawful to rend an amhaaretz like a fish ; ” and, a little 
above, an Israelite is forbidden to marry the daughter of such a 
person, for that she is no better than a beast. But the whole 
of the preceding passage is so characteristic of the spirit of 
Rabbinism, that it is worth inserting — 

t pm ■on 

“ Our Rabbies have taught. Let a man sell all that he has, 
and many the daughter of a learned man. If he cannot find 
the daughter of a learned man, let him take the daughter 
of the great men of the time. If he cannot find the daughter 
of a great man of the time, let him marry the daughter of the 
head of a congregation. If he cannot find the daughter of the 
head of a congregation, let him marry the daughter of an 
almoner. If he cannot find the daughter of an almoner, let him 
marry the daughter of a schoolmaster. But let him not marry 
the daughter of the unlearned, for they are an abomination, and 
their wives are vermin ; and of their daughters it is said, 

‘ Cursed is he that lieth with any beast.’ ” Here, again, one is 
inclined to suppose that there is a mistake, or that these words 
were spoken in jest, though such a jest would he intolerably 
profane ; but all ground for such supposition is removed on 
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finding this passage transcribed into the digest of Jewish law, 
called the Sehulchan Arueh, part 2 ; in the Hilehoth. P’riah 
ur’viah, by which transcription it is stamped with all the 
authority of a law. Here, then, the reader is led to think, that 
an amhaaretz must mean something more and worse than 
an unlearned man — that it ought, perhaps, to be taken in its 
literal signification, “ people of the land,” and that it may refer 
to the idolatrous and wicked Canaanites. But the common 
usage of the Talmud forbids a supposition. There is a well- 
known sentence which shows that even a High Priest might he 
an amhaaretz : — 

fVisn as bvn ]rob mip rrn item 

“ A learned man, though illegitimate, goes before a High 
Priest, who is an amhaaretz.” Here the amhaaretz is plainly 
opposed to him that is learned. And so, on the page of the 
Talmud from which we have quoted above, we find the follow- 
ing words : — 

min ns? -ins 227 nans -itra bissb -nos \nsn ay 
-itrn bissb miQ mm2 pnisn ba *)wm namn 
bissb nas mm2 poia 13'sco bai fyisn nana 

:*yisi nana -it»a 

“ An amhaaretz is forbidden to eat the flesh of a beast, for it 
is said, ‘ This is the law of the beast and the fowl.’ (Levit. xi. 
46.) Every one that laboureth in the law, it is lawful for him 
to eat the flesh of the beast and the fowl. But for him who 
does not labour in the law, it is forbidden to eat the flesh of the 
beast and the fowl.” According to this passage an amhaaretz 
is one w T ho does not labour in the study of the law $ and it being 
found on the very same page with the above most revolting 
declarations, it plainly shows the proud and haughty spirit of 
the authors of the Talmud, and their utter contempt for the 
poor, whose circumstances preclude them from the advantages 
of study. But, in reading such passages, the question naturally 
suggests itself, to which of the two classes does the poor Jewish 
population of London belong P There must be at the least 
hundreds, if not thousands of poor Jews in this great city who 
cannot possibly devote themselves to study. Amongst whom 
then, are they to be classed? Amongst the learned 

? or amongst the unlearned ynSPT ? Are they, 

their wdves, and daughters, as the Talmud says, to be called an 
abomination, vermin, and compared to the beasts ? Or can a 
religion inculcating such sentiments proceed from that Holy 
One w ho is no respecter of persons ? See here, ve children of 
Abraham, whom the providence of God has placed amongst the 
children of poverty, and cut off from the advantage of a 
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learned education. You are not disciples of the wise, nor the 
great men of the time, nor heads of synagogues, nor almoners, 
nor even schoolmasters. You are quite shut out from these 
classes whom your Tahnudical doctors favour so highly. See, 
then, in the above passages, what the Talmud says of your- 
selves, your wives, and daughters ? Can you believe that this 
is the law of the God of Israel ? Can you think for one 
moment, that these doctors knew “ the old paths,” “ the good 
way?” If you do we must assure you that we cannot. We 
rather find it in that book, which says, “ Blessed is the man 
that considereth the poor and needy.” (Psalm xli. 1.) And in 
that other hook, which speaks in the same spirit, and says that 
“ God hath chosen the foolish things of this world to confound 
the wise ; and the weak things of this world to confound the 
things which are mighty, and base things of the world, and 
things which are not, to bring to nought things that are ; that 
no flesh should glory in his presence.” (1 Cor. i. 27, 28.' 


No. II. 

IMPLICIT FAITH NOT DUE TO THE RABBIES. 

It appears from the undisguised acknowledgments of the 
New Testament, that the doctors and rabhies of the Jews, the 
Pharisees, and scribes, were the implacable enemies of Jesus 
of Nazareth, and that they were the main instruments in effect- 
ing his death. The modern Jews consider this fact as a suffi- 
cient apology for their rejection of his claims to the Messiahship. 
They take it for granted that the great and learned men of 
that day were also good men, and that they had valid reasons 
for their conduct. They think if Jesus of Nazareth had been 
the true Messiah, that the Sanhedrin, the great Jewish council 
of the time, would have acknowledged him, and conclude that, 
as they rejected him, he cannot be the true Messiah. The 
New Testament, on the contrary, accounts for their unbelief by 
plainly telling us, that they were bad men ,* and that they were 
enemies to the Lord Jesus, because he told them the truth, aud 
exposed their hypocrisy. Now, which of these two representa- 
tions accords with the truth ? Were the scribes and Pharisees, 
those great advocates of the oral law , ns min> 

good men or bad men ? The readers of our first number will 
be in some degree qualified to answer this question. Could 


OT DUE TO THE RABBIES. 


9 


those be good men who profanely talked of the lawfulness of 
killing an unlearned man, and who contemptuously compared 
the wives and daughters of the unlearned to “ vermin and 
beasts ?” If they could talk .with levity of “ rending like a 
fish ” an unlearned man, one of their own brethren who had 
never done them any harm, what were they likely to do with 
one who exposed their wickedness, and boldly told them that 
they by their traditions made void the law of God ? The very 
fact, that Jesus of Nazareth was put to death by such men, is 
presumptive evidence, that he was a good man, and that his 
claims were just. But, however that be, it is worth while to 
inquire into the charges which the New Testament brings 
against these learned men, and to see whether they are sub- 
stantiated by the memorials of their character and spirit, which 
they themselves have left us in their laws. One of the charges 
preferred against them is, that they were ambitious men, co- 
vetous of worldly honour, and loving the pre-eminence. “ But 
all their works they do to be seen of men ; they make broad 
their phylacteries, and enlarge the borders of their garments. 
And love the uppermost rooms at feasts, and the chief seats in 
the synagogues, and greetings in the markets, and to be called 
of men, Rabbi, Rabbi.” (Matt, xxiii. 5 — 7.) Now, is this 
charge true ? Does the oral law justify this assertion, or does 
it prove, on the contrary, that the enemies of Jesus were 
humble, pious men, whose piety serves as a warrant for the 
uprightness of their conduct in their treatment of the Lord 
Jesus P Let the reader judge from the following laws which 
these men framed with respect to themselves. In the first 
place they claim for themselves more honour and reverence 
than is due to a man’s own parents : — 

sin ~p iribn'm vns tom rrnsa tnstp eeo 
: tone nnv imtai *im toee 

“As a man is commanded to honour and fear his father, so 
he is bound to honour and fear his Rabbi more than his father; 
for his father has been the means of bringing him into the life 
of this world, but his Rabbi, who teaches him wisdom, brings 
him to the life of the world to come.” (Hilchoth Talmud 
Torah, c. 5.) This general rule is bad enough, but the par- 
ticulars are still worse. “ If a man should see something that 
his father has lost, and something that his Rabbi has lost, he is 
first to return what his Rabbi has lost, and then to return that 
which belongs to his father. If his father and his Rabbi be 
oppressed with a load, he is first to help down that of his 
Rabbi, and then that of his father. If his father and his 
Rabbi be in captivity, he is first to ransom his Rabbi and after- 
wards his father unless his father be the disciple of a wise man 
B 3 
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(i.e., learned), in which case he may ransom his father first.” 
How fearful is this doctrine ! A man is to see his father, the 
author of his existence, the guardian of his infancy, who has 
laboured for his support, and watched over him in the hour of 
sickness, he is to see this friend, to whom, under God, he owes 
everything, pining away in the bitterness of captivity, and yet, 
when he has got the means of restoring him to liberty and his 
family, he is to leave him still in all his misery, and ransom 
the liabbi ; where is this written in the Old Testament ? 
“ Honour thy father and thy mother,” is there the first com- 
mandment that follows after our duty to God, and the first 
movement of natural affection. But this Itabbinical doctrine 
silences the voice of nature, and makes void the law of God. 
What is the doctrine of the New Testament here ? “ If any 

provide not for his own, and specially for those of his own 
house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an in- 
fidel.” (1 Tim. v. 8.) The disciples of the Lord Jesus Christ 
never claimed for themselves any honour like this. In the 
passage just cited, they plainly declare that the first, in the 
circle of duties to men, is the duty to our own flesh and blood. 
And the only ease in which the New Testament permits a 
deviation from this rule, is that where the same exception is 
made in the law of Moses, when love to parents would in- 
terfere with love to God. “ If any man come to me and hate 
not his father and mother, and wife and children, and brethren 
and sisters, yea, and his own life also , he cannot be my disciple.’' 
(Luke xiv. 26.) Here father and mother, and kindred, are 
put in one category with a man’s own life, in order to show 
that there is but one case in which the natural ties of blood 
may be overlooked, and this is when the service of God requires 
it. As it is also written in the law of Moses, “ If thy brother, 
the son of thy mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife 
of thy bosom, or thy friend who is as thine own soul, entice 
thee secretly, saying, Let us go and serve other gods, which 

thou hast not known, thou nor thy fathers Thou 

shalt not consent unto him, nor hearken unto him, neither 
shall thine eye pity him,” &c. (Deut. xiii. 6 — 9.) And thus 
the tribe of Levi is praised, because “ He said unto his father 
and his mother, I have not known him ; neither did he 
acknowledge his brethren, nor know his own children.” (Deut. 
xxxiii. 9.) But this Talmudieal law is widely different. It 
has no saving clause to show that the ease specified is an ex- 
ception to the general rule. It does not pretend to suppose 
that the father is a bad man, or an idolater, or an apostate. It 
specifies but one exception, and that is, where the father is 
“ the disciple of a wise man ; ” otherwise, though he be a good 
man, and a pious man, a loving and tender parent, still he is to 
be disregarded by his own son, and the Ilabbi preferred before 
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him. Is it possible to doubt that the men who conceived, 
sanctioned, and promulgated a law like this, had an eye to 
their own personal honour and interest? Is it reasonable to 
suppose that men who would sacrifice their own father to the 
honour of their Rabbi, would be very tender about the life 
of one who appeared, like Jesus of Nazareth, as an opposer of 
their pretensions ? Or can the Jews, with the law and the 
prophets in their hands, suppose that these men pointed to 
“ the old paths,” “ the good way ? ” This is certainly not the 
doctrine of Moses. He says : — 

: ps ba msi raw nbpa ins 

“ Cursed be he that setteth light by his father or his mother, 
and all the people shall say, Amen.” (Deut. xxvii. 16.) 

But these men did not stop here. They were not content 
with being exalted above father and mother. They did not 
scruple to assert, that their honour was as sacred as that of 
God himself : — 

K-»aa sna sbi mn naan brn -naa -jb psi 
: n'Bis smaa -pa wna traan nas • aan 

“Thou must consider no honour greater than the honour of 
the Rabbi, and no fear greater than the fear of the Rabbi. The 
wise men have said, The fear of thy Rabbi is as the fear of 
God.” 

They endeavour to prove the validity of these extravagant 
claims by such passages as Exod. xvi. 8, “Your murmurings are 
not against us, but against the Lord.” But they have taken 
for granted what they can never prove, and that is, that every 
Rabbi is invested with the same office and authority as Moses. 
But where, in all the law of Moses, is there any warrant for such 
an assumption? Moses could with all propriety say, “Your 
murmurings are not against us, but against the Lord,” for he 
held a special commission from God, and had proved to the 
people the reality of his commission by a series of miracles. 
But this the Rabbies never pretended to do. In this dearth of 
evidence the advocates of tradition flee for refuge to Deut. xvii. 
8, &c. “If there arise a matter too hard for thee in judgment, 
between blood and blood, between plea and plea, and between 
stroke and stroke, being matters of controversy within thy 
gates; then shalt thou arise, and get thee up into the place 
which the Lord thy God shall choose; and thou shalt come 
unto the priests, the Levites, and unto the judge that shall be 
in those days, and inquire, and they shall show thee the sentence 
of judgment. And thou shalt do according to the sentence, 
which they of that place wilich the Lord shall choose shall shew 
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thee; and thou shalt observe to do according to all that they 
inform thee ; according to the sentence of the law which they 
shall teach thee, and according to the judgment which they shall 
tell thee, thou shalt do ; thou shalt not decline from the sentence 
which they shall show thee to the right hand nor to the left.” 
Here, say the traditionists, is a plain and unequivocal command. 
No doubt, God here plainly declares what is to be done in a 
difficult case. He commands the Israelites to go to the place 
which the Lord God chose, that is, to the place where was found 
the ark of the covenant ; and to inquire, not of the Rabbies, but 
of the priests, the Levites, and the judge But this 

passage, instead of proving that “ the fear* of the Rabbi is as the 
fear of God,” proves the contrary. It supposes first, that the 
Rabbies and learned men may differ in judgment, that there 
may be a controversy, and consequently, that one party may be 
in the wrong. It, therefore, effectually overthrows Rabbinical 
infallibility. It shows that these learned men are, after all, only 
poor fallible creatures like ourselves, and that, therefore, we are 
not to fear them as we would fear God, nor reverence their dic- 
tates, as the Word of God. It shows secondly, that in a case of 
difficulty, the Israelites were not to appeal to the Rabbies, but 
to the priests and to the judge tODW > and even to them 

only in the place which the Lord should choose. There is not 
one word said about the Rabbies or the wise men, and, therefore, 
this passage completely annihilates all their lofty pretensions. 
For centuries the place which the Lord chose has been desolate, 
and there has been no priest standing to minister before the 
Lord. The Jews have thus lost all possibility of appeal. They 
have neither ministering priest nor judge, and the Mosaic law 
nowhere recognises the pretensions of the Rabbies. But some 
Jew may say, that though this passage does not prove the 
authority of the Rabbies, it does at least warrant the Jews in 
persisting to reject the claims of the Lord Jesus, for that he was 
condemned by the priests, and in Jerusalem, the place w hich the 
Lord chose. We confess that this objection is plausible; but 
can easily prove that it is nothing more. In order to this, we 
ask the Jews, whether the above command to abide by the sen- 
tence of the priests is in every case, and without any exception, 
binding ? To this question there are two answers possible — Yes 
and No. If they say No, then they admit that the priests might 
sometimes be in the wrong, and we would, of course, take ad- 
vantage of this admission to show that they erred in their judg- 
ment on Jesus of Nazareth. They will then, most probably, 
say, Yes; the sentence of the priests, the Levites, and the judges, 
is in every case binding, and Israel is commanded not to deviate 
from it, either to the right hand or to the left, upon pain of 
capital punishment. We beg of them then to turn to the 26th 
chapter of the Prophet Jeremiah, and to consider the case there 
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set before them. We there find that Jeremiah had delivered a 
message from God, very similar to our Lord’s prediction of the 
destruction of Jerusalem. “I will make this house like Shiloh, 
and will make this city a curse to all the nations of the earth.” 
We find, further, that for this message the priests condemned 
Jeremiah to death, just as their successors condemned Jesus of 
Nazareth. “Now it came to pass, when Jeremiah had made an 
end of speaking all that the Lord had commanded him to speak 
unto all the people, that the priests, and the prophets, and all 
the people took him, saying, Thou shalt surely die.” We find, 
further, that this sentence was pronounced “ in the place which 
the Lord had chosen,” in the Temple itself. “And all the people 
were gathered against Jeremiah in the house of the Lord.” We 
find, further, that the sentence against Jeremiah was no rash 
sudden act, but the deliberate judgment of the priests. For 
when the princes of Judah came afterwards to inquire into the 
matter, “ Then spake the priests and the prophets unto the 
princes and to all the people, saying, This man is worthy to die, 
for he hath prophesied against this city, as ye have heard with 
your ears.” Now, then, we ask again, whether the people of Israel 
was in duty bound to abide by this sentence, and not to decline 
from it, either to the right hand or to the left? We fearlessly 
reply, that they were not bound by this sentence, and that, if 
they had executed it, they would have been guilty of murder, as 
Jeremiah himself declares : “ But know ye for certain, that if ye 
put me to death, ye shall surely bring innocent blood upon your- 
selves, and upon this city, and upon the inhabitants thereof : for 
of a truth the Lord hath sent me unto you to speak all these 
words in your ears.” We infer, therefore, that it was possible 
for the priests, assembled in solemn deliberation in the house of 
the Lord, to err in judgment, and to pronounce an unrighteous 
sentence. We infer, further, that it was possible for the priests 
so far to err, as to condemn to death a true prophet of the Lord. 
We infer, further, that in such a case the people was not bound 
by this mistaken judgment; but that it was their duty to decline 
from it, both to the right hand and to the left. We infer, lastly, 
that as the priests might mistake, and unjustly condemn to 
death a true prophet, their sentence against Jesus of Nazareth 
forms no more argument against the Messiahship of J esus, than 
the similar sentence just considered did against the true pro- 
phetic character of Jeremiah; and that it affords just as little 
warrant for Jewish unbelief as the former sentence did for put- 
ting Jeremiah to death. 

But it may be asked, if the judgment of the priests was not 
infallible, and if men were sometimes justifiable in refusing it, 
what use was there in the above commandment to apply to 
them in cases of difficulty, and to abide by their sentence ? The 
answer to this is very simple. The priest that stood to minister 
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before the Lord had it in his power, before the destruction of 
the first Temple, to inquire of the Lord and to receive a mira- 
culous answer from God himself, which answer was, of course, 
infallible, and universally obligatory, without the possibility of 
exception. We find in the Old Testament many instances in 
which the Israelites availed themselves of this power, as in 
Judges xx. 27, “And the children of Israel inquired of the 
Lord (for the ark of the covenant of God was there in those 
days: and Phinehas, the son of Eleazar, the son of Aaron, 
stood before it in those days), saying, Shall I yet again go out 
to battle against the children of Benjamin my brother, or shall I 
cease ? And the Lord said, Go up ; for to morrow I will 
deliver them into thine hand.” And in the history of David’s 
life, there are several instances of his employment of this mira- 
culous power, as 1 Sam. xxiii. 4, “ Then David inquired of the 
Lord yet again. And the Lord answered him and said, Arise, 
go down to Keilah ; for I will deliver the Philistines into thine 
hand.” In all such cases where the priest first inquired of the 
Lord, his sentence was, of course, infallible, and the Israelites 
were bound to abide by it. But where they did not inquire of 
the Lord, their sentence was only that of fallible men, and, 
therefore, not binding upon the consciences of the people. Of 
this sort was their sentence upon Jeremiah. Being wicked 
men, they did not choose to ask counsel of the Lord, but 
pronounced sentence according to the devices of their own 
hearts. In the case of the Lord Jesus Christ the priests could 
not ask counsel of the Lord, for in the second Temple the Urim 
and Thummim, and the ark of the covenant, were wanting ; the 
miraculous power, therefore, did not exist, and for this very 
reason the sentence of the priests, duiing the whole period of 
the second Temple, was only fallible, like that of other men, 
and, therefore, not binding, and consequently of no force as an 
argument against the Messiahsliip of the Lord Jesus Christ. 
The above passage, therefore, from the 17th of Deuteronomy, 
is of no use to the Ilabbinical Jews, it does not prove the 
infallibility of the priests in the second Temple, and is still less 
applicable for sanctioning the traditions of the oral law, and 
the extravagant claims of the Itabbies. Having given this 
passage the consideration it deserves, we now return to the 
laws which the Babbies have made in favour of themselves, and 
for their own honour. We consider that the two passages of 
the oral law already quoted, prove that the New Testament 
gives a fair delineation of their character. When men, with- 
out any warrant from God’s Word, claim for themselves the same 
degree of reverence which is due to God, it must be admitted 
that they arc vainglorious and wicked in no ordinary degree. 
But it is possible to descend to particulars : — For instance, our 
Lord says, that these men “ loved greetings in the market- 
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places, and to be called of men, Rabbi, Rabbi.” Now one of 
the laws, still extant, forbids a man,- when speaking of his 
Rabbi, to call him by name : — 

i vas n sbty ib'ssi iatnn imb nripb mabnb ib nos 

“ It is forbidden to a disciple to call his Rabbi by name, even 
when he is not in his presence.” Another law, still extant, 
prescribes the formula of greeting or salutation : — 

aamaty -pta aiba? ib Ttn' is imb aibty pm sbi 
ib naisi vaob nma? sbs mb m annnai a'ynb 
: 'an fbs aibty nnm nsnn 

“ Neither is he to salute his Rabbi, nor to return his salu- 
tation in the same manner that salutations are given or 
returned amongst friends. On the contraiy, he is to bow down 
before the Rabbi , and to say to him , with reverence and honour , 
Peace be unto thee , Rabbi.” The Rabbinical Jews, who see 
this, must not mistake us. "We do not consider it in an wise 
sinful, but decorous, to treat a Rabbi with all due respect. 
We should feel no objection ourselves to make a bow to a 
Rabbi, and to salute him in the prescribed formula. But we 
cite these laws to show that the New Testament gives a fair 
representation of the Pharisees : for men, who could gravelv sit 
down and enter into all these details of the mode in wliich 
they were to be honoured, and then give out these laws as 
divine, and, besides all this, call in the civil power to enforce 
them, must have had no mean idea of themselves and their 
own dignity. It must never be forgotten that these laws are 
not the mere regulations of a religious community. When the 
Rabbies had the power in their own hands, they enforced 
them by civil sanctions. They were not satisfied with ex- 
cluding despisers of Rabbinical authority from eternal life, 
they prosecuted such before the tribunals , and sentenced them to 
a pecuniary fine and excommunication , as may be seen from the 
following law : — 

nni wan abiyb pbn ib a'annn ns mnan bn 
ns mnanty >3 by : nn mm nan 'a bbnn sin 
imnty any isn as snn abiyb pbn ib ]s a^aann 
a'ana pn rea mis pnaai . ma nm amain ib'ss 
inis paniai aipa ban nm smnb mis paaipi 
nma nnsb ib'ns amnia c:nn ns rnnam . aanb 

. nm pi mn mis pmaa 

“ Whosoever despises the wise men has no share in the world 
to come. But notwithstanding this, if there come witnesses to 
prove that he has been guilty of contempt, even in words, his 
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sentence is excommunication, and the tribunal (house of judg- 
ment) excommunicates him publicly, and everywhere mulct 
him in a pound of gold, and give it to the wise man. He that 
despiseth a wise man in words, even after his death, is to he 
excommunicated by the tribunal,” & c. We now ask the Jews 
of modern times what they think of those who made their own 
personal honour the subject of legislation, w T ho required the 
same reverence for their words as the Word of God, and who 
dragged up him that refused it before a tribunal, had him 
sentenced to pecuniary fine, and excommunication ; and, be- 
sides all this, excluded him from the hope of everlasting life ? 
Had such men any idea of liberty of conscience ? 


No. III. 

RABBINIC INJUSTICE TO WOMEN, SLAVES, AND GENTILES. 

If any of our readers should think that the design of these 
papers is to represent the oral law as a system of unmixed evil, 
we beg to assure them that they are mistaken. We are fully 
aware that a system based on the law and the prophets, must 
and does contain much that is good and worthy of admiration. 
Of this nature is the general command to all Israelites to study 
the law, w r hich is as follows : — “ Every man of Israel is bound 
to study the law. Whether he be poor or rich, healthy or un- 
healthy, young or old, yea, though he live upon alms, and beg 
from door to door, and though he have a wife and children, he 
is bound to set apart a fixed time for the study of the law, by 
day and by night, as it is written, ‘ Thou shalt meditate therein 
by day and by night.’ ” And again, the maxim, “ Every one 
that is bound to learn is also bound to teach ; ” and that, 
“ therefore, a man is bound to teach his son and his son’s son,” 
&c., is in accordance with the plain command of God, and is 
therefore good. But the explanation and development of these 
good principles shows that the system itself is radically bad, 
and therefore cannot be from God. No one will deny that the 
Babbies are right in asserting the obligation resting on eveiy 
Israelite to study the law : but they are wrong in their 
explanation of what the law is. Immediately after the above 
good command, the oral law goes on to say, “ Every one is 
bound to divide the time of his study into three parts : one- 
third to be devoted to the written law ; one-third to Mishna ; 
and one-third to Gemara : ” so that the written law of God is 
to have only half as much attention as the traditions of men. 
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This is bad enough. But the Babbies do not stop here. Thev 
go on to say, that this third of attention is only required when, 
a man begins to study, but that when he has made progress, 
he is to read the law of God only at times, and to. devote 
himself to Gemara. 

V'TPEO bas ms be? mabn ribnna sna 
s¥i areata min nabb ib -pia sn' sbi naana 
caaita cmaa sap' no baata mim Tan piaab 
lai naD' sba? '13 naiatan nan anaata n-nn 
tsiaib va' 1 ba rosn mm mi naia 

“What has been said refers only to the beginning of a man’s 
learning, but as soon as a man becomes great in wisdom, and 
has no need of learning the written law, or of labouring con- 
stantly in the oral law, let him at fixed times read them, that 
he may not forget any of the judgments of the law, but let him 
devote all his days to Gemara .” It is to be observed that “ oral 
law” is here taken in a limited sense, as referring to the ex- 
positions of the written law, or, as Rabbi Joseph Karo* explains 
it, the Mishna ; and Gemara signifies the legal decisions which 
are inferred by a process of reasoning, and to this third topic of 
Jewish theology the Israelites are commanded to give the chief 
of their time and attention, rather than to the written Word of 
God. 

The apparent excellence of the above command to study the 
law is thus utterly destroyed by the Rabbinical exposition of 
what is to be studied. And if we go on to inquire upon whom 
this command is binding, the Rabbinical answer will afford just 
as little satisfaction. When the Rabbies say, that “ every man 
of Israel is bound to study the law,” they mean to limit the 
study to the men of Israel, and to exclude the women and slaves. 
The very first sentence of the Hilchoth Talmud Torah is 

. mm nabna amas naapi ana^i D '273 

“Women and slaves and children are exempt from the study 
of the law.” According to this declaration, women are not 
obliged to learn. The following extract will confirm this 
opinion, and at the same time show that there is no obligation 
on fathers to have their daughters taught. 

*13273 id's bas 1327 nb 27' min maba? rt27K 
i3's27 ”121 na7ii?n bai . niaa: sba? asa 27'srr 
n 2 ?ii?i nnaan 13273 11327 ps ini&'ab vbi? mian 
c'aan na 1327 nb ty '27 Q"j7si iaaa runs sbs 


* Joreh Deah, sec. 246. 
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n'twri anti? "obd min inn ns dim ■tab' 1 sbta 
'■m ni8'2ia ]n sbs nabnnb nanaa jnsi fs 
tnaan lias . )mn nvaa 'qd 'san mmb min 
. nibsm mab ibsa min ana ns naban ba 
Tab' 1 sb anaata min bas ns baata mina sna 
: mbs'n mabaa la's mab asi nbnnab nms 

“ A woman who learns the law has a reward, hut it is not 
equal to the reward which the man has, because she is not 
commanded to do so: for no one who does anything 1 which he is 
not commanded to do, receives the same reward as he who is 
commanded to do it, but a less one. But though the woman 
has a reward, the wise men have commanded that no man 
should teach his daughter the law, for this reason, that the 
majority of women have not got a mind fitted for study, but 
pervert the words of the law on account of the poverty of their 
mind. The wise men have said, Eveiy one that teacheth his 
daughter the law is considered as if he taught her transgression.* 
But this applies only to the oral law. As to the written law, 
he is not to teach her systematically ; but if he has taught her, 
he is not to be considered as having taught her transgression.” 

According to this decision, it is absolutely forbidden to teach 
a woman the oral law ; and the teaching of it is looked upon 
as the teaching of transgression mbsW We cannot forbear 
asking the advocates of the oral law, whether it does not here 
testify against itself that it is bad. It declares of itself that it 
is unfit for the perusal and study of the pure female mind, and 
that it is as corrupting as the teaching of transgression. We 
ask, then, can such a law be divine? Can it proceed from the 
God of Israel, who hath said, “ Be ye holy, for I am holy ? ” 
"What a noble testimony to the superiority of the written W ord, 
and to the justice of the Lord Jesus Christ’s opposition to the 
oral law! The oral law itself says, “He that teacheth his 
daughter the oral law, is to be considered as if he taught her 
transgression. He that teacheth her the written law, is not 
to be so considered.” With such a confession, we fearlessly 
ask the sons and daughters of Israel, who then was in the right ? 
Jesus of Nazareth, who opposed it, or the scribes and Pha- 
risees who defended it? 

But “the wise men” also forbid Israelites to teach women the 
written law, and declare that w T omen are not bound to learn. 
For the proliibition they assign two reasons. First, they say 
that God has commanded them to teach only their sons, in 
proof of which they refer to Deut. xi. 19, “ And ye shall teach 

* irto'n. In the translation of this word we follow the interpretation of the 
Joreh Deah, which renders it rTW *!TT. This is obviously not the place to 
discuss the other opinions of the Rabbies. 
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them your children.” In the Hebrew it is EID'OI “your 
sons ; ” and the rabbies infer QOVnDH nS “ and 

not your daughters. ” * Secondly, they say, as we have 
seen above, “ that the majority of women have not got 
minds fitted for study,” and in the Talmud f this is attempted 
to be proved from Scripture. “A wise woman once asked 
R. Eliezer, How it was that after the sin of the golden calf, 
those who were alike in transgressions did not all die the 
same death? He replied, A woman’s wisdom is only for the 
distaff, as it is written, * All the women that were wise-hearted 
did spin with their hands.’ ” (Exod. xxxv. 25.) We hesitate not 
to say, that both these reasons are contrary to Scripture. We 
do not deny that signifies sons, but we utterly deny the 

conclusion of the Rabbies, that because the masculine word is 
used, therefore the women are not included in the command. 
There is an abundance of instances in which the masculine word 
is used for children generally, without any allusion to sex. 
Take for example Exod. xxii. 23 (in the English 24), “And my 
wrath shall wax hot, and I will kill you with the sword ; and 
your wives shall be widows, and your children (literally 

your sons) orphans. ” Here again the masculine word is used, 
so that if the Rabbinical argument be valid in the above case, 
it will be valid here, and consequently the daughters are ex- 
cluded from this denunciation, so that the sons were to be 
orphans, but not the daughters, which is plainly impossible. In 
the same way we can prove that the daughters of Israel did not 
wander in the wilderness forty years, for in Numbers xiv. 33, 
it is said, “And your children DD'Oni (literally your sons, and, 
therefore, according to Talmudic logic, not your daughters) 
shall wander in the wilderness forty years.” The same logic 
will also prove that during the three days of miraculous darkness 
in Egypt, the women of Israel were left in darkness as well as 
the Egyptians, for it is said all the children of Israel (bsb^ 
, literally the sons of Israel) had light in their 
dwellings. And thus also it might be proved that not one oi 
the ten commandments is binding upon the women, for the 
masculine gender is employed throughout. This logic, therefore, 
is evidently false ; and we conclude, on the contrary, that as the 
women are included in all these passages — as they wandered 
through the wilderness, and had light in their dwellings — and 
are bound to keep the ten commandments as well as the men, so 
also they are included in the command, “Ye shall teach them 
your children,” and that, therefore, the command of the oral 
law not to teach women, is contrary to the Word of God. But 
we are not confined to argument, God has plainly commanded 
that the women should learn as well as the men. “And Moses 


* See Kiddushin, fol. 29, col. 2. 
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commanded them, saying, At the end of every seven years, in 
the solemnity of the year of release in the Feast of Tabernacles, 
when all Israel is come to appear before the Lord thy God in 
the place which he shall choose, thou shalt read this law before 
all Israel in their hearing. Gather the people together, men and 
women , and children, and thy stranger that is within thy gates, 
that they may hear, and that they may learn 'nab'' , and 

fear the Lord your God, and observe to do all the words of this 
law.” (Deut. xxxi. 10 — 12.) Here a most beautiful order is 

observed, and required of women as well as men ; hearing — 
— learning — fearing — keeping the words of the law — God wills 
that the women should fear him and keep his commandments 
as well as the men; and therefore he wills that they should 
make use of the same means, that they should hear, and learn 
all the words of the law. The traditionists have, therefore, in 
this case plainly made void the law of God. God commands 
women as well as men to learn the law ; the Rabbies say they 
are exempt from this duty. God commands that the woman 
should be taught. It is plain, therefore, that the oral law, 
which contradicts the written law, cannot be from God. The 
command of God is so plain that it is unnecessary to enter deeply 
into the second Rabbinical reason for the prohibition to teacli 
women the law. It is evident that God did not think that the 
poverty of their understanding was any obstacle to their 
learning his will. Indeed it has pleased Him to show that He 
is no respecter of persons with regard to male or female, more 
than with regard to rich or poor. He has not only given them 
his law, but conferred on women as well as men the gift of 
prophecy, so that the names of Deborah, Hannah, and Huldah, 
must ever be remembered amongst the inspired messengers of 
God. The Rabbies seem to have forgotten that “the fear of the 
Lord is the beginning of wisdom,” and that this fear may be 
implanted by' God just as easily in the heart of a woman as oi 
a Rabbi. Rut without inquiring further into their reasons oi 
their motives, suffice it to say, that the oral law in thus robbing 
women of their right and inneritance in the law of God, and in 
degrading them to the same category with children and slaves, 
is opposed to the plain commands of the written law. But not 
so the New Testament. It exactly agrees with the Old in 
considering woman as a rational and responsible being, and a 
candidate for everlasting life. It, therefore, gives one general 
rule for the education of children, male and female. “Ye fathers, 
provoke not your children to wrath, but bring them up in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord.” (Ephes. vi. 4.) It does 
indeed prescribe modesty and subjection to the women in the 
mode of learning, but in so doing it plainly points out their 
duty to become acquainted with the will of God. “ Let the 
woman learn in silence with all subjection. But I suffer not a 
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woman to teach nor to usurp authority oyer the man, hut to he 
in silence.” (1 Tim. ii. 11, 12.) 

In these and other passages the woman is placed in the 
position assigned her in the Old Testament, and not in the very 
subordinate rank imposed upon her by the oral law. “ Women, 
and slaves (C N "Q37), and children, are exempt from the study 
of the law.” But we think that this rule is as false with 
regard to slaves as to women. Here the oral law says that 
slaves are not bound to learn. In Hilchoth Avadim, c. viii. 
18, we find that they are not to be taught. 

: rrrnn rav ns tnbb msb -ves 

“ It is forbidden to a man to teach his slave the law.” But, 
alas, the passage of the Word of God which forbids it, is not 
referred to. It is only an inference from the passage, “Ye 
shall teach your sons ; ” but is evidently contrary to the whole 
tenour of the law of Moses. In the first place, the Israelite 
who had been sold by the tribunal, or who, on account of 
poverty, had sold himself, was still an Israelite, and did not 
forfeit, finally, his right to his inheritance in the land ; how, 
then, could he forfeit his right to the law, which Moses gave 
as “ the inheritance of the congregation of Jacob ? ” The law 
of Moses expressly provides a day of rest “ for the man servant 
and the maid servant,” that they may not only have rest for 
their bodies, but may have time to learn the will of God, and 
provide for that eternity to which they are hastening as well 
as their masters. Indeed, if meditation on the Word of God 
was more necessary for cne Israelite than another, it was for 
the Hebrew servant. If he had been guilty of theft, and had 
been sold by the tribunal, he had special need of instruction in 
the law of God to lead him to repentance, and to teach him his 
duty for the future. If he had been guilty of no crime, but 
had been compelled by poverty to sacrifice his liberty, surely 
he needed the consolation which the Word of God can supply, 
to enable him to bear his hard lot with patience, and to prevent 
him from murmuring. But here the oral law steps in, and 
actually prohibits his master from teaching him ; and instead 
of encouraging him in his leisure time to turn to the Word of 
God as his refuge and his comfort, it tells him that he is not 
bound to study it. Here, again, the New Testament is much 
more like the law of Moses, which breathes, all through, a 
spirit of the most tender compassion for those in servitude. 
Moses commands the Israelites to remember that they had 
themselves been bondmen in Egypt. The New Testament 
reminds Christian masters that they have a master in heaven. 
“Ye masters, do the same things unto them, forbearing 
threatening : knowing that your master also is in heaven ; 
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neither is there respect of persons with him.” (Ephes. vi. 9.) 
It also plainly teaches that the relation which exists between 
believing masters and servants is, before God, that of brethren. 

“ And they that have believing masters, let them not despise 
them, because they are brethren ; but rather do them service 
because they are faithful and beloved, partakers of the benefit.” 

(1 Tim. vi. 2.) Yea, the New Testament lays down a general 
principle, the very opposite of that, that “ women, and slaves, 
and children are exempt from the study of the law.” It says, 

“ There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor 
free, there is neither male nor female, for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus.” (Gal. iii. 28.) It does not dispense men from their 
relative duties, nor deprive any of their legitimate privileges, 
but teaches that for all, Jew or Greek, bond or free, male or 
female, there is but one way of salvation. Very different is 
the doctrine of the oral law. We have seen that it makes 
a grand distinction between male and female, bond and free, we 
need not, therefore, be surprised if it make the line of demarca- 
tion broader still between J ew and Greek. 

sntm sbs piDr s sb . nrra n^n mirn pvvw ''in 
ma'D ova ib'DK mt£?D 'in pi . -mbs pbt» mmn 
psi . rum n''n mu? ids innrb intya cs . Virin 
rs -m bit? ibbn . inaub -nnn ns *imb -pis 
. ■jnina pin?b nnna nitrsbi m nnnb ims rnaa . 
Tia'S' is . nnsan bn bap" 1 ! pin -a mm is sbs 
. raa? is mira pon nsi . m2' 1 sbi ri'DT' sbi imira 
inis I'smai inis I'twin ims paa . in Din is 
: nm ms bns m bn nn'a 2"n Hints 

“ A Gentile who employs himself in the law is guilty of death. 
He is not to employ himself except in the seven commandments 
that belong to the Gentiles. And thus a Gentile who keeps a 
Sabbath, though it be on one of the week days — if he make it to 
himself as a Sabbath, he is guilty of death. It is not necessary 
to add, if he appoint for himself a festival. The general rule is 
that they are not permitted to innovate in religion, or to make 
commandments for themselves out of their own heads. Either 
let a Gentile become a proselyte of righteousness, and take upon 
him the whole law : or let him remain in his own law, and 
neither add nor diminish. But if he employs himself in the 
law, or keeps a Sabbath, or makes any innovation, he is. to be 
beaten and punished, and informed that he is for this guilty of 
death — but he is not to be killed.” (Hilchoth Melaehim, c. x. 
9.) This law is taken from the Talmudical treatise Sanhedrin,* 
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where it is followed by an apparently contradictory statement, 
“ that a Gentile who employs himselt in the law is as good as a 
high priest;” but the contradiction is immediately removed by 
the explanation which there follows, and says, that “ law ” is to 
be understood of the seven commandments of the Gentiles. 
Now we admit liberty of conscience was not understood at the 
time; and that it would be unjust to expect that the compilers 
of the oral law (who were ignorant of, or opposed to, the New 
Testament, where liberty of conscience was first plainly revealed) 
should be at all elevated above the level of their own times. 
But making this admission and apology for the men, we eannot 
help saying that the law itself is bad, and cannot be from God. 
Religion is a matter between God and man. The heart, the 
conscience, and the understanding are all alike concerned. 
Instruction out of God’s Word is, therefore, the only means of 
producing conviction. Entertaining these sentiments, we en- 
deavour to compare the oral law with the Word of God, and to 
convince its advocates that they are in error. We do not wish 
to have the modem Jews confounded with the authors of the 
system. Very many Jews of the present day are ignorant of its 
details. Not having time to make the inquiry, they take it for 
granted, that their forefathers were right in preferring their 
own system to Christianity, and that they are boimd to do the 
same. But even those who are learned in the oral law, and 
know its details, are not to be viewed in the same light as 
the original compilers. They have received the system from 
their forefathers, and view it through the medium of filial 
affection and national prejudice. They remember that to the 
Jews the law was given, and that the Jewish nation has been 
the original instrument in God’s hand to diffuse light over the 
world; they have therefore hitherto taken it for granted that 
they must be right. The narrow prejudices of Christians for 
ages confirmed them in their views. But now circumstances 
are different. Christians begin to understand the position in 
whieh God has placed the Jewish nation, and to look forward to 
their restoration to the favour of God as the time of blessing for 
the whole world. Christians can now honour and estimate the 
learning, the talent, and the constancy of those very Rabbies 
whose system they consider as erroneous. Now, then, is the time 
for the Jews themselves to inquire into those religious opinions, 
which have been handed down to them, and to compare them 
with the law and the prophets. We trust that many will admit, 
that the laws which we have been considering - are bad, and 
therefore eannot be from God. Let them then remember, that 
the originators of these laws are the men who rejected the 
claims of the Lord Jesus Christ. If then these men were in 
error in making these laws, they were in condemning Jesus ot 
Nazareth because he opposed them; and if the laws be bad, the 
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Lord Jesus was right in opposing them. Yea, and where they 
taught error He and his disciples taught the truth. The 
Habbies have taught constraint. Jesus of Nazareth and his 
disciples have taught that fire is not to be called down from 
heaven on those who differ from us ; that “ the servant of God 
must not strive; but be gentle to all men, apt to teach, patient, 
in meekness instructing those that oppose themslves; if God 
will peradventure give them repentance to the acknowledging of 
the truth.” (2 Tim. ii. 25.) 



No. IV. 

RABBINIC INTOLERANCE TOWARDS OTHER NATIONS. 

The Jewish deputies, when asked by Napoleon whether they 
considered Frenchmen as their brethren, replied in the affir- 
mative, and after quoting the Mosaic laws respecting the 
stranger said, “ To these sentiments of benevolence towards the 
stranger, Moses has added the precept of general love for man- 
kind: '‘Love thy fellow-creature as thyself.’”* And in the 
authorized Jewish Catechism used in Bavaria, after the expla- 
nation of the moral duties, we find the following question : — 
“ Are these laws and duties, affirmative and negative command- 
ments, binding with respect to a non-Israelite ? ” Answer — 
“By all means, for the fundamental law of all these duties, 
‘ Love thy neighbour as thyself, ’ is expressly laid down by the 
Iloly Scriptures in reference to the non-Israelite, yea, to the 
heathen, as it is written, ‘ And if a stranger sojourn with thee 
in your land, ye shall not vex him. But the stranger that 
dwelleth with you shall be unto you as one bom amongst you, 
and thou shalt love him as thyself : for ye were strangers in the 
land of Egypt : I am the Lord your God/ ” (Levit. xix. 
33 — 35.)f These declarations are very explicit, and, as forming 
part of public documents, highly satisfactory. The repre- 
sentatives of the Jewish people in France, and the teachers of 
the Jewish youth in Bavaria, declare, that in the scriptural 
command, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” neighbour 
means fellow-man, without distinction of nation or religion. 
Where then did they learn this interpretation? From the 


* Transactions of Parisian Sanhedrin, p. 178. 
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Talmud or from the New-Testament ? The Jewish deputies 
say, from the former. On the page cited above they add, “ This 
doctrine is also professed by the Talmud. We are bound, says 
a Talmudist, to love as brethren all those who observe the 
Noachides * whatever their religious opinions may otherwise 
be."' We are bound to visit their sick, to bury their dead, to 
assist their poor, like those of Israel. In short, there is no act 
of humanity which a true Israelite is not bound to perform 
towards those who observe the Noachides” The Bavarian 
Catechism is more cautious. It makes no such bold assertion 
respecting the Talmud. It only intimates that the oral law 
teaches this doctrine, by subjoining to the passage from Leviticus 
the same extract from Maimonides, alluded to by the Jewish 
deputies. The Catechism gives the extract a little more at 
length, and as follows : — “ We are bound in everything to treat 
the non-Israelite, who sojourns with us, with justice and with 
love, as we would treat an Israelite. Yea, we are even bound 
to maintain him, as the Scripture teaches in the words, ‘ Thou 
shalt give it to the stranger that is in thy gates, that he may eat 
it.’ (Deut. xiv. 21.) Our wise men have commanded us for the 
good of society, even to visit the sick of the heathen, to bury 
their dead, and to deal out alms to them : for of our Creator it 
is said , 1 The Lord is good to all ; and his tender mercies are over 
all his works/ (Psalm cxlv. 9.) (Maimonid. Hilchoth Melachim, 
10 , 12 .)” 

No doubt the passage as here given, both by the French 
deputies and the Bavarian Catechism, is very plausible ; and if 
it could be found verbatim, either in the Talmud or any of its 
eompendiums, would go far to justify the bold assertion of the 
former, and the cautious insinuation of the latter. But unfortu- 
nately the original passage is very different. In the above 
citations, it is mutilated in order to suit the purpose of the 
eiters. In the Jad Hachasakah it stands as follows : — 

V"iS' TH2 in >- ia cv pamaa? 'b nsr pi 
pvnnb piana ias '-into . bsia ?\3 □non mb'cai 
nn . rnosi naann -p-iajan -ia?s -tab nasaa? 
sb D'm . mba; crib pbava ps *nast» 

. nrt'bin -paab aa'saan ns onan ib'ss . nann naaa 
nn":a? ns oaisbi .bsia?' 'nn cv amnn -rapbi 
-insa 'in * mbt» nn 'as» • bsia?' naa? bban 
n'2-n msai va?a?n bn ba? vnn-n baab n aita 
: ciba? nwn'na bsi cana '3-n 

* We quote the passage as we find it. Noachides is here taken for the seven 
commandments of the children of Noah, contrary to the usual acceptation of the 
word. 
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“And thus it appears to me, that the proselytes allowed to 
sojourn are to be treated with the same courtesy and bene- 
volence as the Israelites ; for behold, we are commanded to 
maintain them, as it is written, ‘ Thou shalt give it to the 
stranger (proselyte) that is in thy gates, that he may eat it/ 
As to that saying of our wise men not to return their salute , 
it refers to the Gentiles , not to the proselyte allowed to sojourn. 
But even with regard to the heathen, the wise men have 
commanded us to visit their siek, and to bury their dead 
with the dead of Israel, and to feed their poor along with the 
poor of Israel, for the sake of the ways of peace : 
for it is written, ‘ The Lord is good to all, and his mereies 
are over all his works ; and again, ‘ Her ways are ways of 
pleasantness, and all her paths are peace/ ” (Prov. iii. 17.) 
The reader will observe that there are several striking dif- 
ferences between this translation and that of the Bavarian 
Catechism ; and these differences prove that, by the word 
“neighbour,” the oral law does not understand a fellow-man 
without any regard to his religious opinions. First, the 
Bavarian Catechism says, “ We are bound in everything to treat 
the non-Israelite who sojourns with us with justice and with 
love, and as we would treat an Israelite.” The original says, 
“ And thus it appears to me, that the proselytes allowed to so- 
journ are to be treated with the same courtesy and benevolence 
as the Israelites.” The Bavarian Catechism translates this 
passage as it if were the undisputed law of Israel thus to act ; 
whereas Maimonides only offers his own opinion. He says, “ It 
appears to me.” Here the French deputies represent the matter 
more accurately, by saying, “ We are bound, says a Talmudist.” 
Not the Talmud, but a Talmudist. Then, again, the Bavarian 
Catechism speaks generally of “ non-Israelites. ” Maimonides 
speaks of only one particular class, the proselytes who had 
permission to sojourn in the land of Israel. That we do not 
misrepresent Maimonides’ meaning, is plain from the words of 
the Jewish deputies, who also restrict the sense to that one 
particular class. “ We are bound, says a Talmudist, to love as 
brethren all those who observe the Noachides , whatever their 
religious opinions may otherwise be. ” Here, then, on the 
showing of the Jewish deputies themselves, the Talmud does 
not teaeh that all men are to be loved as brethren, but only 
those who keep the seven commandments of Noah. How, 
then, are we to regard the idolater and the heathen, who have 
not embraced these seven commandments, and how are we 
to treat them ? This leads us to notice, 

2dly, The important omission made by the Bavarian 
Catechism. In citing the words of Maimonides, the compilers 
have omitted the whole sentence, “ As to the saying of our 
wise men not to return their salute, it refers to the Gentiles, 
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not to the proselytes allowed to sojourn.” To this sentence, the 
French Jewish deputies have also made no allusion ; and yet 
this sentence is found in the very middle of the passage quoted. 
What goes before and what follows is quoted by both, but both 
have with one common consent omitted this passage. Now this 
mere fact of omission is, in itself, sufficient to excite the 
suspicions of Israelites not acquainted with the oral law. The 
Jewish deputies in Paris, and the compilers of the Jewish Cate- 
chism in Bavaria, had one common object — they wished to 
prove, or to intimate, that the Talmud teaches us to love as 
ourselves all our fellow-men, without any respect to religious 
differences. In order to prove this, they both refer to one and 
the same passage — and from the middle of that passage they 
both omit one important sentence. What conclusion will be 
drawn by any man of common understanding ? Just this, that 
as they both quote one and the same passage, there must be a 
great scarcity of proof from the Talmud : and that, as they both 
make the same omission, the sentence omitted must be un- 
favourable to that proof ; and that, therefore, this one passage 
does not prove that the Talmud teaches any such doctrine. 
Such is the conclusion to which we are led by considering the 
facts of the case. An examination of the omitted passage will 
show that this conclusion is most just — “ As to the saying of 
our wise men, not to return their salute, it refers to the 
Gentiles, not to the proselytes allowed to sojourn.” Had this 
passage been inserted in its place, the Bavarian Catechism 
could not have been translated ritPin (sojourning pro- 
selytes) “ non-Israelites,” for from this passage it appears that 
these sojourners are different from the “ Gentiles,” whose 
salute is not to be returned. In plain English, this passage 
restricts “ the courtesy and benevolence” to those proselytes 
who, by taking upon them the seven commandments of Noah, 
obtained the privilege of sojourning in the land of Israel ; and 
consequently excludes “the Gentiles” — and consequently dis- 
proves the assertion that the Talmud teaches us to love as 
ourselves all our fellow-men without any respect to religious 
differences. On the contrary, this passage tells us that the 
salutation of the Gentiles is not to be returned. It prescribes 
two different lines of conduct to be pursued towards different 
religionists, and makes the difference of religious persuasion 
the basis of the rule. But some readers may say, that the 
difference is very small — that the command “ not to return the 
salute of the Gentiles,” is a mere matter of etiquette — whereas 
the command to visit the sick of the Gentiles, to bury their 
dead, and to feed their poor ; is a substantial kindness. This 
we should admit, if the reason assigned for such conduct, “ for 
the sake of the ways of peace,” did not utterly remove all the 
apparent kindness. And this brings us to 
c 2 
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The third misrepresentation of the Bavarian Catechism. It 
translates the words mbtt? Oil (for the sake of the 
ways of peace) “ for the good of society Here, then, there is 
an evident difference between us. But who is right ? We do 
not ask the Israelite to, believe us. Maimonides here refers to 
another passage of the oral law, where this expression is fully 
explained, and where the command “ not to return the salu- 
tation of the Gentiles” is also found. We will give this 
passage, and then the unlearned can judge for themselves : — 
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“ The poor of the idolaters are to be fed with the poor of Israel 
for the sake of the ways of peace. They are also permitted to 
have part of the gleaning, the forgotten sheaf, and the corner 
of the field, for the sake of the ways of peace. It is also lawful 
to ask after their health, even on their feast-day, for the sake of 
the ways of peace ; but never to return (literally, reiterate) the 
salutation, nor to enter the house of an idolater on the day of 
his festival to salute him. If he he met in the street, he is to 
be saluted in a low tone of voice, and with a heavy head. Bid 
all these things are said only of the time that Israel is in 
captivity among the nations , or that the hand of the idolaters is 
strong upon Israel. But when the hand of Israel is strong upon 
them , we are forbidden to suffer an idolater amongst us, even so 
much as to sojourn incidentally, or to pass from place to place 
with merchandize. He is not to pass through our land until he 
take upon him the seven commandments given to the children 
of Noah, for it is said ‘They shall not dwell in thy land/ 
(Exod. xxiii. 33,) not even for an hour. But if he take upon 
himself the seven commandments, then he is a proselyte 
permitted to sojourn (HtPin ~U).” Hilchoth Accum, c. x. 5 &c. 
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This is the passage alluded to, and the reader may now 
judge whether the words, “ For the sake of the ways of peace,” 
can be interpreted as the Bavarian Catechism renders them, “for 
the good of society.” If so, then “ the good of society” is to be 
consulted only whilst the Jews are in captivity, and the 
Gentiles have got the power : but as soon as the Jews get the 
the power, “ the good of society ” may safely be disregarded. 
The meaning plainly is, that in the present position of affairs it 
is advisable to keep the peace between Jews and Gentiles, 
inasmuch as the Gentiles are at present the strongest. Now, 
then, it is expedient to visit the sick, and feed the poor, and 
bury the dead of the Gentiles, for this will promote that object ; 
but when the tables are turned, and the Gentiles are the 
weakest, there will be no necessity “ for the ways of peace,” or, 
as the Bavarian Catechism has it, “ for the good of society.” 
In is plain, therefore, that the passage cited by the French 
deputies and the Bavarian Catechism, does not answer the 
purpose for which it is cited. It does not prove that the 
Talmud teaches us to love our fellow-men as ourselves, what- 
ever be their religious opinions. On the contrary, it teaches 
that a wide distinction is to be made between one class of 
religionists and another : and that if men be idolaters, we are 
to show them no kindness, except for fear of the consequences 
that might result from betraying our real sentiments. When, 
therefore, the Jewish deputies and the compilers of the 
Bavarian Catechism asserted the true explanation of the Mosaic 
command, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” it is 
plain that they had not learned it from the Talmud, but some- 
where else. We hesitate not to say, that they learned it from 
the New Testament, for there it is taught plainly, repeatedly, 
and without any reservation. A certain lawyer once asked 
Jesus of Nazareth, “ Who is my neighbour ? And Jesus 
answering, said, A certain man went down from Jerusalem to 
Jericho, and fell among thieves, w r hich stripped him of his 
raiment, and w r ounded him, and departed, leaving him half 
dead. And by chance there came down a certain priest that 
way ; and when he saw him he passed by on the other side; 
And likewise a Levite, when he was at the place, came 
and looked on him, and passed by on the other side. But 
a certain Samaritan, as he journeyed, came where he was ; 
and when he saw him, he had compassion on him, and went to 
him, and bound up his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and 
set him on his own beast, and brought him to an inn, and took 
care of him. And on the morrow when he departed, he took 
out two-pence, and gave them to the host, and said unto him, 
Take care of him ; and whatsoever thou spendest more, when I 
come again, I will repay thee. Which now of these three, 
thinkest thou, was neighbour to him that fell among the 
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thieves ? And he said, He that showed mercy on him. Then 
said Jesus unto him, Go thou and do likewise.” (Luke x. 29, 
&c.) Here then the Lord Jesus Christ teaches us that we are 
to show kindness even to an idolater, for that even he is 
included in the class specified by the word “ neighbour.” 
Jesus of Nazareth makes no limitation “for the sake of the 
ways of peace,” but gives a general command. And he appears 
to have selected this case of a man lying half dead, in order to 
contrast it with a similar case supposed in the oral law. 

“ If a Gentile, and idolater, be seen perishing, or drowning in 
a river, he is not to be helped out. If he be seen near to death, 
he is not to be delivered. But to destroy him by active means, 
or to push him into a pit, or such-like things, is forbidden, as he 
is not at war with us.” * The Lord Jesus does not say that the 
man who went down from Jerusalem to Jericho was an idolater. 
He only says, “a certain man.” But he evidently intimates 
that he was such, for if he had been a Jew, the priest and the 
Levite would not have passed him without rendering assistance. 
As he was only an idolater, according to the oral law, the priest 
and the Levite were not simply not to blame in leaving him to 
his fate, but were obeying a command. They saw him perish- 
ing — near to death. They did not use any violence to accelerate 
it. They only looked at him, and left him to perish. So far, 
then, the lawyer who asked the question thought that the priest 
and Levite were in the right. But then the Lord Jesus introduces 
a Samaritan, whom the oral law also looks upon as an idolater, 
and showing how he acted, he appeals to the plain common 
sense of the questioner, “ Which of these three was neighbour 
to him that fell among thieves ? ” And the lawyer is compelled 
to acknowledge, “ He that showed mercy.” We make a similar 
appeal to the advocates of the oral law. We ask, which is, the 
oral law or the New Testament, the most like the law of God P 
The oral law forbids you to help a poor dying fellow-creature in 
his hour of need, because he is an idolater. It commands you to 
stifle the natural instinct of the human heart, which is indeed 
the voice of the God of nature — to behold the agonizing 
struggles, and hear the heartrending cries of a drowning fellow- 
sinner, and yet when you have it in your power to snatch him 
from the jaws of death, and from that everlasting destruction 
which awaits him, to leave him to his fate, without help and 
without pity. The New Testament, on the contrary, tells you, 
that though, by his idolatry, he has incurred the wrath of God, 
yet he is your neighbour — that it is your duty to help him, and 
by that very help to endeavour to lead him to the truth. 
Which then agrees with the law of God? We are quite sure 
that the language of your heart is, the New Testament is right. 

* Hilchoth Accum, c. x. 1. 
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The oral law is wrong. Your brethren in France and Bavaria 
have already proclaimed that opinion to the world. In the 
answer of the Jewish deputies to Napoleon and in the Bavarian 
Catechism, they have said, “that we are to love our fellow- 
creature as ourselves,” whatever be his religion. They have 
thus made an involuntary acknowledgment of the superiority of 
the New Testament, and of the benefit which it has been to the 
world. Just suppose, for a moment, that the scribes and 
Pharisees had succeeded in extirpating the doctrine of Jesus of 
Nazareth, what would have been the consequence to you and to 
the world ? Had the doctrines of Jesus perished, the oral law 
would have had an undisturbed and universal domination, for 
the Karaites have always been few in number, and have never 
exerted any influence on mankind at large. The Jews in 
France, Bavaria, as well as in England and elsewhere, would all 
have known the law only according to the oral interpretation, 
and consequently would not have understood the command, 
“ Thou shalt love they neighbour as thyself.” They would still 
have held the fearful doctrine, that a perishing idolater was not 
to be helped. They would, moreover, have had none but 
idolaters around them, for all the knowledge of God that 
prevails amongst us Gentiles comes from Jesus of Nazareth. 
Jew and Gentile, then, would have lived “hateful and hating 
each other.” You may think, perhaps, that some mighty spirit 
would have burst the chains of tradition, and reasserted, the 
simple truth of God. But such an event is altogether beyond 
the limits of probability. One of the mightiest intellects that 
ever dwelt in a tenement of clay was that of Moses, the son of 
Maimon ; a man whose learning and industry were equal to his 
genius. If ever there was a Jew, who was likely to overcome 
the prejudices of tradition, it was he. And yet with all his 
genius and all his opportunities, he never was able to arrive at 
the true sense of the command which we have just considered. 
The atrocious passages, which we have above discussed, are all 
taken from his compendium of the oral law. You are indebted, 
then, to Jesus of Nazareth for your deliverance from this foul 
error. With respect to your duty to your neighbour, your own 
brethren in France and Bavaria confess, that you are right it 
you follow Jesus of Nazareth, and that you are wrong if you 
follow those who rejected him. Remember, then, that your 
duty to your neighbour is half of the whole law of God, and 
examine whether the Christians, who are confessedly right 
in the second table of the law do not, also, possess the truth 
respecting the first. 
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No. V. 

TALMUDIC INTOLERANCE CONTRASTED WITH THE CHARITY OF 
THE BIBLE. 

Any one who considers the circumstances of the Jewish people 
after the desolation of the first temple, will be inclined to make 
great allowances for the spirit of the Rabbinical laws against 
idolaters. Idolatry was not to them a mere system of religious 
error. It was the source of all their misfortunes ; and idolaters 
were the destroyers of their country — the desolaters of their 
temple — and their own most cruel and tyrannical oppressors. 
Scarcely had they emerged from the horrors of the Babylonish 
captivity, when they were exposed to the insults and outrages as 
well as the persecutions of Antiochus ; and hardly had they re- 
covered from the havoc of his fury, before they were overrun 
by the fierce and haughty Romans, who were at last the 
executioners of the wrath of the Almighty. They not only saw 
the abominations of idolatry, but they felt the hard hand of the 
idolater ; no wonder, then, if they hated the man as well as the 
system. In the Hilchoth Rotzeach there is a law which amply 
illustrates the misery of their situation, and the habitual treatment 
which they received from idolaters. According to this law, " It 
is forbidden to a Jew to be alone with Gentiles, for they are 
suspected of shedding blood; neither is a Jew to join company 
with them in the way ; if he meet a Gentile, he is to cause him 
to pass on his right hand (that the Jew, as the commentary says, 
may be able to defend himself, in case the Gentile should make 
an attempt on his life) ; if they be ascending a height, or going 
down a descent, the Jew is not to be below and the Gentile 
above him; hut the Jew above and the Gentile below, lest he 
should fall upon him to kill him ; neither is he to stoop down 
before him, lest he should break his skull.” What an affecting 
picture does this present of the J ews under heathen domination ; 
and who can wonder if such treatment called forth the natural 
feelings of the human heart, and dictated laws in the same fierce 
and merciless spirit ? We, for our part, are quite ready to admit 
and to deplore the mighty provocations, which roused the spirit 
of retaliation in the Rabbies, and consequently, to make all due 
allowance for the men. But that is not the question before us. 
We are inquiring whether their religious system, the oral law, 
is or is not from God, and whether this religious system teaches 
Jews to love all their fellow-men as themselves? We have 
shown that the evidence adduced on this point by the French 
and Bavarian Jews, proves the contrary; and is therefore, 
nothing to the purpose. But we do not wish to rest the decision 
upon such limited proof, even though it be strong; we are 


WITH TIIE CHARITY OF THE BIBLE. 


33 


willing to look at the whole system, and to compare it with the 
law and the prophets, which we all admit as divine authority. 
We say, then, that the Talmud not only does not teach us to 
love all our fellow-men, but that it puts idolaters altogether 
without the pale of humanity. We have seen already that it for- 
bids its followers to save the life of a perishing idolater. But it 
goes farther still, and extends this precept even to an idolater’s 
infant, which knows not its right hand from its left : — 

'son rroa ba? nan ns p'rn sb bs-itn ra 
lb'n sbi mbtoi D'as'o btr rrrayb p n biaetp 
: nn's citm -oan s'n mbs bns n"i35 n'ia:n ns 

“ A daughter of Israel shall not suckle the son of a heathen « 
woman, because that would be to bring up a son for idolatry ; 
neither shall she act as midwife to a heathen idolatress. But 
if she should, it must be for pay, on account of the enmity (that 
might otherwise be excited”). (Hilehoth Accum, c. ix. 16.) 
What is meant by “ pay, on account of the enmity,” is fully 
explained in the following passage, which forbids a liabbinical 
physician to cure a sick idolater : — 

eons nris mss-ib nosu? nab nns ^saa 
is ]na s-i'na rrn csi -ot&a ib^s nibtai 
nam bas na^a Sana na's oit&» twin rrmi’ 

: -nss 

n Hence thou learnest, that it is forbidden to cure idolaters even ► 
for pay. But if (an Israelite) is afraid of them, or is anxious on 
account of enmity, he may cure them for pay; but to do it 
gratuitously is forbidden.” Hence the commonest offices of 
humanity are forbidden. But the Talmud goes further still, 
and prohibits even the giving of good advice to these outcasts. 

. . . ran naab is 'lab mats naa s'tpnb -nasi . 
naia naa s'tsnti? ba sbs bsan noana sbi 
^aba saba anb -isasatp . npna irpb naanaiasb 

: iba -set 

“ It is forbidden to give good advice to a heathen or to a wicked 
slave. . . . Daniel was exposed to danger for no other reason 
than this, that he advised Nebuchadnezzar to give alms, as it is 
written, ‘ Wherefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable 
unto thee.’ (Dan. iv. 23, in English 27.)” * A more striking 
instance of the spirit of the Talmud can hardly be found. Ne- 
buchadnezzar w^as the benefactor of Daniel, and had elevated 

* Hilehoth Rotzeach, e. xii. 15. See also Bava Bathra, fol. iv. col. 1., about 
the middle of the page, where the punishment of Daniel is more fully discussed. 
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him from the situation of a captive to the first dignity of the 
empire ; and Daniel had not refused, hut voluntarily taken upon 
himself the duties and responsibilities of the king’s chief ad- 
viser. Under such circumstances, an ordinary reader of the 
Bible would imagine that Daniel was bound by every tie of gra- 
titude to his benefactor, of duty and fidelity to his sovereign, to 
give him the best advice in his power. No, says the Talmud. 
If the man be an idolater, gratitude, duty, and fidelity are out 
of the question ; and because Daniel exercised those godlike 
graces, he was punished. It appears, at all events, on the 
Talmud’s own showing, that Daniel was not a Talmudist. These 
extracts seem sufficient to prove, that the Talmud altogether 
excludes idolaters from all benefit of the command, “ Thou shalt 
love thy neighbour as thyself.” The system which makes 
it unlawful to save his life, to cure his sickness, to suckle his 
child, to help his wife in the hour of nature’s trial, or even 
to give him good advice, can scarcely be said to teach us 
to love all our fellow-men, without any regard to religious 
differences. It may, however, be said, that the passages ad- 
duced lead to this conclusion only by inference, and that none 
of them expressly declares that an idolater is not our neighbour. 
We shall, therefore, add a few passages where this is plainly 
taught. 

rabtsa id's enpn 'D33 aiaat» is Man ns raaian 
inanb . manb dmcd obttM isasaa? nnbn pipn sbs 
: nab sbi inanb * onpnb sbi 

“ He that steals from a Gentile, or he that steals property 
devoted to sacred purposes, is only to pay the principal : for it 
is said, ‘ He shall pay double unto his neighbour, 9 (Exod. xxii. 
8, English 9.) To his neighbour, not to devoted property. To 
his neighbour, and not to a Gentile .” (Hilchoth Genevah, 
c. ii.,1.) The same decision is given with respect to the law 
found, Levit. v. 20, in English vi. 1, “ If. a soul sin, and commit 
a trespass against the Lord, and lie unto his neighbour , .... 
all that about which he has sworn falsely ; he shall even restore 
it in the principal, and shall add the fifth part more thereto.” 
The oral law says — 

tz?»irn 2 "n la'si inpn ns nbaaa nab antzan 

: iiT»a?zi Dn:i isasato 

“ He that sweareth to a Gentile must pay the principal, but is 
not bound to add the fifth part — (why not ?) because it is said, 

‘ and lie unto his neighbour.’ ” (Hilchoth Gezelah, c. i. 7.) So 
that the reason here assigned why the Gentile is not to get the 
fifth part in addition, is, because he is not a neighbour. In like 
manner, in the 11th chapter of this same treatise, which treats 
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of the restoration of things found, it is expressly commanded to 
restore whatever belongs to a Jew, because he is a brother ; but 
to keep whatever belongs to an idolater, because he is not 
a brother. 

a:pn -ffis'itz? ntrj? msa bs-o'b mas rat»n 

: D3'»n 

‘ To restore to an Israelite anything that he has lost, is an 
affirmative commandment, for it is said, ‘ Thou shalt in any 
case bring them again unto thy brother.’ ” (Deut. xxii. 1.) 

♦ Tns rvns -lBHatp mma rv to ^ rras 
P'tna Nino? rrmv imr nt nn mnram 
DEt?n ns anpb 'id rnnnn csi . cbis 'son 'T 
n? 'in nsias 'baa cnto isti bsntc' ns riHS'tp 

: naicca 

“ Anything that a Gentile has lost is lawful, for it is said, 

‘ With all lost things of thy brother’s.’ (Deut. xxii. 3.) And 
he that restores it transgresses a transgression, for he strengthens 
the hands of the wicked of the world. But if he restore it in 
order to sanctify the Name, that they may think well of Israel, 
and know that they are honest people, this is praiseworthy.” 
In these passages (and many more might be added if it were 
necessary) it is plainly taught that an idolatrous Gentile is not 
to be regarded as “ our neighbour,” or our brother. We think, 
then, that we have fully proved that the Jewish deputies 
in France, and the compilers of the Jewish Catechism in 
Bavaria, did not learn their exposition of the command, “ Thou 
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” from the Talmud ; neither 
in the particular passage which they quote, nor from the general 
principles of the Talmudic system. We have already stated our 
belief that they learned that exposition from the New Testament, 
for there it is taught plainly and repeatedly. We quoted, in 
proof, a parable spoken by the Lord Jesus Christ. We shall now 
add a few more passages in confirmation. 

As to showing kindness to all our fellow-men, the New 
Testament teaches us to make no exception with regard to 
idolaters, or others who have not the same creed, but gives the 
following general rules : — “ As we have, therefore, opportunity, 
let us do good unto all men, especially unto them that are of 
the household of faith. ” (Gal. vi. 10.) “ See that no man 

render evil for evil unto any man ; but ever follow that which 
is good both among yourselves, and to all men. ” (1 Thess. 
v. 15.) “ The Lord make you to increase and abound in love 
one toward another, and toward all men.” (1 Thess. iii. 12.) 
You observe that in these general rules the New Testament 
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makes no reservation with respect to idolaters, or epicureans, or 
heretics, or any other of those unfortunate beings whom the 
Talmud outlaws from all the common charities of humanity. It 
commands us to do good to all — and that not to avoid enmity, 
nor for the sake of the ways of peace, nor because we are 
afraid, nor because we wish them to speak well of us, and to be 
thought honest people, but because it is our duty. The New 
Testament requires of its followers, not only to abstain “ from 
active violence ” in injuring them, but to do active good in 
assisting them, and the examples, which it proposes for our 
imitation, are of the same character as the precepts w T hich 
it imposes upon our obedience. It sets before us Jesus of 
Nazareth, whom the traditionists crucified, praying for his 
murderers, and saying, “ Father, forgive them ; for they know 
not what they do ” — and Stephen, his first martyr, interceding 
for them that stoned him, “Lord, lay not this sin to their 
charge.” And Paul,, whose feelings to those who differed from 
him in religion are thus expressed, “ Brethren, my heart’s desire 
and my prayer to God for Israel is, that they may be saved.” 
It sets before us the disciples of the Lord Jesus healing the 
diseases of all who applied, without reference to their religious 
opinions. (Acts xix. 11.) We repeat our question, then, which 
system is according to the truth and the will of God, the 
Talmud, or the New Testament ? Your brethren in France and 
Bavaria have declared, by adopting the New Testament ex- 
position, that it is right; and by rejecting the intolerant 
principle which pervades the oral law, that the oral law 
is wrong. We trust that your hearts respond to their de- 
clarations. But we do not rest the decision on the natural 
feelings of the heart, we appeal to Moses and the prophets. 

The question is, do the laws, which God gave respecting the 
idolatrous nations of Canaan, apply to all other idolaters, and 
under all circumstances ? The oral law answers this question 
in the affirmative, and hence the source of all those revolting 
laws which we have just considered. But the oral law is 
wrong : 1st, Because it draws a general conclusion from a parti- 
cular case, which is contrary to all sound reasoning. That 
the command to destroy these nations was peculiar appears 
from the command itself— God does not speak generally of all 
the heathen, but only of certain nations which he specifies — 
“ 'When the Lord thy God shall bring thee into the land, 
whither thou goest to possess it, and hath cast out many 
nations before thee, the Hittites, and the Girgashites, and the 
Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, and the 
Hivites, and the Jebusites, seven nations greater and mightier 
than thou ; and when the Lord thy God shall deliver them 
before thee ; thou shalt smite them, and utterly destroy them ; 
thou shalt make no covenant with, nor shew mercy unto 
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them.” (Deut. vii. 1, 2.) Here the command is precise, and 
is as much violated by extending it to those to whom God has 
not extended it, as by refusing to execute it on those whom 
He has here designated as the just victims of his wrath. 

2dly, The oral law is wrong in this general application, for 
it contradicts the written law —God expressly distinguishes be- 
tween these and the other nations — “ When thou comest nigh 
unto a city to fight against it, then proclaim peace unto it. 
And it shall be, if it make thee answer of peace, and open 
unto thee, then it shall be, that all the people that is found 
therein shall be tributaries unto thee, and they shall serve 

thee Thus shalt thou do unto all the cities which are 

very far from thee, which are not of the cities of these nations. 
But of the cities of these people, which the Lord thy God doth 
give thee for an inheritance, thou shalt save alive nothing that 
breatheth, but thou shalt utterly destroy them ; the Hittites, 
and the Amorites, the Canaamtes, and the Perizzites, the 
Hivites, and the Jebusites ; as the Lord thy God hath com- 
manded thee.” (Deut. xx. 10, 18.) In the first case God 
commands mercy — in the second, extermination. And if, as 
in the first case, he commands merciful dealing even to a 
nation at war with Israel, much more does he command it 
towards those, with whom Israel is not at war. 

3dly, The written law not only gives a general rule, but 
lays down exceptions founded on certain principles. “ Thou 
shalt not abhor an Edomite, for he is thy brother ; thou shalt 
not abhor an Egyptian, because thou wast a stranger in his 
land.” (Deut. xxiii. 7.) Now the Egyptians w T ere idolaters, 
yet God commands the Israelites not to abhor them, and gives 
a reason which will now apply to most nations of the earth — 
“ Because thou wast a stranger in his land.” Suppose, then, 
that a Rabbinist were to see an Egyptian drowning, is he to 
show him mercy ? To say, No, will contradict the written 
law ; and to say, Yes, will overthrow the monstrous fabric of 
Rabbinic legislation respecting idolaters. 

4thly, The general practice of the Israelites, as described in 
the subsequent books of the Old Testament, directly contra 
diets the oral law. We have seen already that the Prophet 
Daniel did not hold the doctrine, that no mercy was to be 
shown to an idolater. When he knew of the judgment that 
was about to descend on Nebuchadnezzar, he was deeply dis- 
tressed. “ He was astonied for one hour, and his thoughts 
troubled him ;” and instead of leaving the idolater to perish, 
he endeavoured to find means to ward off the calamity The 
prophet Elisha was of the same mind: when the idolatrous 
leper came to him for help, he administered it, and, contrary 
to the Talmudic command, he administered it gratuitously ; 
and Gehazi, for acting in conformity to Talmudic ordinance, 
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and making the idolater pay, was smitten with the leprosy. 
(2 Kings v. 20.) In like manner, when the Syrian host was 
miraculously led into Samaria, and the King of Israel pro- 
posed to act as a Talmudist and smite them, the man of 
God answered, “ Thou shalt not smite them ; wouldest thou 
smite those whom thou hast taken with thy sword and how ? 
Set bread and water before them, that they may eat and drink 
and go to their master.” (2 Kings vi. 21, 22.) This answer 
is important, as it not only furnishes an example, but exhibits 
the principle, according to which idolatrous captives, not 
Canaanites, were to be treated. The prophet appeals to the 
general rule, “ Wouldest thou smite those whom thou hast 
taken captive with thy sword and bow P Even then, as they 
are not Canaanites, they ought not to be smitten : therefore, 
in this case much more, they ought to be treated with mercy. 
We have still another instance of a prophet acting contrary to 
the oral law, and in conformity with the New Testament in- 
terpretation. The prophet Jonah once saw idolaters “ nigh 
unto death,” and ready to sink in the great deep, hut he had 
mercy on them, and pointed out the means of deliverance. 
When he fled from the presence of the Lord, the mariners in 
whose ship he sailed were idolaters ; for when the storm raged, it 
is said, " They cried every man unto his god.” In their anguish 
they said unto him, “ What shall we do unto thee, that the 
sea may be calm unto us ?” In other words, “ What shall we 
do to save our lives ?” Now if Jonah had been a Talmudist, it 
would have been plainly not his duty to have told them, but 
to have allowed the sea to rage on until the ship went to 
pieces, and he had the satisfaction of seeing the idolaters go to 
the bottom. This would have been an act of obedience to a 
precise command, and could have made no difference to Jonah. 
For, as to himself, there are two suppositions possible, either 
he knew that the Lord had prepared a fish to swallow him, or 
he knew it not. If he knew it, then he was secure of his own 
safety, and would have known that the fish could find him out 
just as readily if the ship went to pieces, as if the idolaters 
threw him into the sea. It would, therefore, have been doubly 
his duty to conceal from the idolaters the means of deliver- 
ance. On this supposition, Jonah’s counsel to them can only 
be accounted for on the principle that he was not a Talmudist, 
but considered it his duty to save the lives of perishing ido- 
laters, even when nothing was to be feared or to be gained. 
If, on the other hand, he did not know of the fish, he must 
have expected a watery grave, whether the idolaters threw 
him into the sea, or whether he waited until the ship went to 
pieces. In this case, also, if a Talmudist, it would have been 
his duty to have stayed where he was, and if he perished, die 
in the fulfilment of the command, to show no mercy to ido- 
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laters. But he did not — he had compassion on them, and, to 
save their lives, relinquished his only chance of safety, by 
telling them to throw him into the sea. It is plain, therefore, 
that Jonah was not a Talmudist. We have here, then, three 
inspired prophets, Daniel, Elisha, and Jonah, all bearing a 
practical testimony against the Talmudic principle, which 
extends God’s law against the Canaanites to all idolaters, and 
under all circumstances. 

Lastly, We have the testimony of the God of Israel himself. 
He who gave the command to destroy the Canaanites on ac- 
count of their exceeding wickedness, shows by his own deal- 
ings with the world, that this ease is an exception to the 
general rule, for “ The Lord is good to all, and his mercies are 
over all his works.” He provides food and clothing for the 
idolater, as well as for those who worship him in truth ; or, 
as the New Testament says, “ He maketh his sun to rise on 
the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and the 
unjust.” (Matt. vi. 45.) He, then, whose conduct most re- 
sembles that of his Creator, is, beyond all doubt, the nearest 
to the truth. The Talmud, therefore, is wrong, and the New 
Testament explanation of the command, “ Thou shalt love thy 
neighbour as thyself,” is right. We ask the Jews, then, to 
account for this fact, that Jesus of Nazareth was right, and 
those who condemned him wrong, respecting one-half of the 
whole law. And we ask, moreover, those Jews who abhor 
the above Talmudic principles, how they can conscientiously 
join in the synagogue prayers, which ascribe to the Talmud 
Divine authority ? We ask them why, at the very least, they 
have never publicly protested against these enormities ; but 
allow their brethren through the world to remain victims to a 
system, which not only contradicts the written law of God, 
but outrages all the better feelings of even fallen humanity ? 


No. VI. 


COMPULSORY CONVERSION OF TOE GENTILES. 

When, at the close of the fifteenth century, the Jews were 
driven out of Spain, some of the magnanimous exiles, who had 
preferred loss of all things to a compulsory change of religion, 
arrived at the frontiers of Portugal, and there sought an asylum. 
A permanent abode was refused, and a temporary sojourn was 
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granted them on two conditions — 1st, That each should pay a 
certain quantity of gold for his admission ; and 2dly, That if 
they were found in Portugal after a certain day, they should 
either consent to be baptized, or be sold for slaves.* Now Jews 
of every degree and shade of religious belief will agree with us, 
that these conditions were most disgraceful to those who im- 
posed them. To refuse gratuitous assistance to the poor and 
needy, merely because they had been brought up in a different 
religious faith, was utterly unworthy of those professing faith 
in Divine revelation. To compel the unfortunate to choose 
between loss of liberty or of conscience was the act of a fiend. 
But now suppose that the Portuguese had endeavoured to per- 
suade these poor exiles that their conduct, however base it 
might appear, was commanded by God himself. Suppose, 
further, that when called upon to prove that this command was 
from God, they had confessed that no such command was to be 
found in the written books of their religion, that it was only a 
tradition of their oral law, do you think that the Jewish exiles 
would have been satisfied with such proof, and submitted ? 
Would they not, in the first place, have questioned the autho- 
rity of a command resting merely upon uncertain tradition? 
And would they not have argued, from the detestable nature of 
the command itself, that it could not possibly emanate from the 
God of truth and love ? We ask you then to apply these prin- 
ciples to HD hy'ZW rrnn the oral law. The Portuguese 
refused to perform an act of humanity to the unfortunate Jewish 
exiles, unless they were paid for it. Your oral law, as we 
showed in our last number, forbids you to give medical advice 
to a sick idolater gratuitously. The Portuguese voluntarily 
undertook to convert the Jews by force. Your oral law teaches 
compulsory conversion as a Divine command. If the oral law 
could be enforced, liberty of conscience would be at an end. 
Neither Jew nor Gentile would be permitted to exercise the judg- 
ment, which God has given him. His only alternative would be 
submission to Rabbinic authority, or death. The dreadful com- 
mand to kill, by any means, those Israelites who have become 
epicureans, or idolaters, or apostates, is well known, f and suf- 
ficiently proves that the oral law recognises no such thing as 
liberty of conscience in Israel. It pronounces a man an apostate 
if he denies its Divine authority, and demands his life as the 
penalty. The execution of this one command would fill the 
world with blood and horror ; and recall all the worst features of 
inquisitorial tyranny. Not now to mention those Israelites who 
have embraced Christianity, there are in England, and ever}' 
part of Europe, many high-minded and honourable Jews, who 
have practically renounced the authority of the oral law. The 
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Rabbinical millennium would commence by banding over all 
such to the executioner. Their talents, their virtue, their 
learning, their moral excellence, would avail nothing. Found 
guilty of epicureanism or apostasy, because they dared to think 
for tnemselves, and to act according to their convictions, they 
would have to undergo the epicurean’s or the apostate’s fate. 

Such is the toleration of the oral law towards native Israel- 
ites, but it is equally severe to converts. It allows no second 
thoughts. It legislates for relapsed converts, as the Spanish 
Inquisition did for those Jews who, after embracing Chris- 
tianity, returned to their former faith and sentences all such 
to death. 

-mnb nm -p -insi .bnei b»i *vorat& re p 
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“A Noahite who has become a proselyte, and been circum- 
cised and baptized, and afterwards wishes to return from after 
the Lord, and to be only a sojourning proselyte, as he was be- 
fore, is not to be listened to — on the contrary, either let him be 
an Israelite in everything, or let him be put to death.” (Hilchoth 
Melachim, c. x. 3.) In this law there is an extraordinary 
severity. The oral law admits that a Noahite, that is, a 
heathen who has taken upon himself the seven command- 
ments of the children of Noah, may be saved. It cannot, 
therefore, be said that the severity was dictated by a wish to 
deter men from error, and to restrain them from rushing upon 
everlasting ruin, as the Inquisition pleads. The oral law goes 
a little further, and not only will not permit a man to change 
his creed, but will not even suffer him to change his ceremonial 
observances. Though the man should commit no crime, and 
though he should continue to worship the one true God, in 
spirit and in truth, yet if he only alter the outward forms of his 
religion, modern Judaism requires that he should be put to 
death. 

But the tender care of the oral law is not limited to the 
narrow confines of Judaism, it extends also to the heathen, 
amongst whom it directs the true faith to be propagated by the 
sword. First, it gives a particular rule. In case of war with 
the Gentiles, it commands the Jews to offer peace on two condi- 
tions — the one that they should become tributaries, the other 
that they should renounce idolatry and tako upon them the 
seven precepts of the Noahites, and then adds— 

V2W ibsp sbi m'btrntp is P'btcn sb esi 
trptn P p-nm rrarib» cnns? pu rvnsa 


42 


COMPULSORY CONVERSION 


mi?s 'pmn f Dstai D3i»» bs ywai . n'Vnan 
: "ini F]cm D'tMm -insDttf ;tsp sbi 

“ But if they will not make peace, or if they will make peace 
hut will not take upon them the seven commandments, the war 
is to be carried on against them, and all the adult males are to 
be put to death ; and their property and their little ones are to 
he taken as plunder. But no woman or male infant is to be put 
to death, for it is said, ‘ The women and the little ones ’ (Deut. 
xx. 14), and here little ones mean male infants.” (Hilchoth 
Melachim, c. vi. 4.) Now what difference, we would ask, is 
there between the conduct here prescribed, and that actually 
practised by the Portuguese, at the period above referred to, 
and thus described by a Jew : * — “ At the expiration of the 
appointed time, most of the Jews had emigrated, but many still 
remained in the country. The King therefore gave orders 
to take away from them all their children under fourteen years 
of age, to distribute them amongst Christians, to send them to 
the newly-discovered islands, and thus to pluck up Judaism by 
the roots. Dreadful w r as the cry of lamentation uttered by the 
parents, but the unfortunates found no mercy.” Do you 
condemn this conduct in the Portuguese ? Be then consistent, 
and condemn it in the Talmud too. As for ourselves, we abhor 
it as much, yea more, in those calling themselves Christians. 
We look upon the actors in that transaction as a disgrace to the 
Christian name, and the deed itself as a foul blot upon the 
history of Christendom. But we cannot help thinking that, 
dreadful and detestable as this mode of conversion is, it pleased 
God in his providence to suffer wicked men thus to persecute 
Israel, that the Jews might have a practical experience of the 
wickedness of the oral law, and thus be led to reject such 
persecuting principles. The Jewish nation rejected the Lord 
Jesus Christ, and preferred the oral law. This law, not dictated 
by a spirit of retaliation upon the Portuguese, but invented by 
the Pharisees centuries before Portugal was a kingdom, com- 
manded the Jews to convert the heathen by force, to murder all 
who would not consent to be thus converted, and to take away 
the children. And God suffered them to fall into the hands 
of men of similar principles, who took away their children, 
attempted to convert themselves by force, and sold for slaves 
the Jews who refused to be thus converted; so that the 
very misfortunes of the nation testify aloud against those 
traditions which they preferred to the Word of God. But 
perhaps some Jew will say that this is only a particular 
command, referring to the nations in the vicinity of the land of 
Israel. We reply, that the command to convert the heathen by 


Dr. Jost’s Geschichte der Israeliten, vol. vii. p. 93, 


OF THE GENTILES. 


43 


force, is not particular, but general, referring to the whole 
world. If the Jews had the power, this is the conduct which 
they are to pursue towards all the nations of the earth. 

'M2 ba ns rpab> rrnaan 'aa la'a-i na?a ms pa 
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“And thus Moses our master, has commanded us, by Divine 
tradition, to compel all that come into the world to take upon 
themselves the commandments imposed upon the sons of Noah, 
and whosoever will not receive them is to be put to death.” 
(Hilchoth Melachim, c. viii. 4.) 

Such is the Talmudic system of toleration, and such the 
means which it prescribes for the conversion of the world. We 
acknowledge that persons calling themselves Christians have 
had an oral law very similar in its principles and precepts, 
but we fearlessly challenge the whole world to point out 
anything similar in the doctrines of Jesus Christ, or in the 
writings of his apostles. The New Testament does, indeed, 
teach us to seek the conversion of the world, not by force of 
arms, but by teaching the truth. “ Go ye, therefore, and make 
disciples oi all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ; teaching them 
to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you.” 
(Matt, xxviii. 19.) In the parable of the tares and wheat, Jesus 
of Nazareth hath expressly taught us that physical force is not 
to be employed in order to remove moral error. The servants 
are represented as asking the master of the house, whether they 
should go and root out the tares that grew amongst the wheat, 
but the answer is, “Nay, lest while ye gather up the tares, ye 
root up also the wheat with them. Let both grow together 
until the harvest ; and in the time of harvest I will say to the 
reapers, Gather ye together first the tares, and bind them in 
bundles to bum them: but gather the wheat into my barn.” 
(Matt. xiii. 24 — 43.) He tells us expressly to have nothing to 
do with the sword, “ For all they that take the sword, shall 
perish with the sword.” (Matt. xxvi. 52.) And therefore the 
apostle says, “ The weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but 
mighty through God to the pulling down of strong holds.” 
(2 Cor. x. 4.) Here again, then, there is a great difference 
between the oral law and the New Testament. The former 
commands that the truth be maintained and propagated by the 
sword. The latter tells us that “ faith cometh by hearing, and 
hearing by the Word of God.” Which, then, is most agreeable 
to the doctrine of Moses and the prophets? We answer fear- 
lessly, the means prescribed by the New Testament, for — 

1st, No instance can be adduced from the Old Testament, in 
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which God commanded the propagation of the truth by the 
power of the sword. The extirpation of the seven nations of 
Canaan is not in point, for the Israelites were not commanded 
to make them any offer of mercy on condition of conversion. 
The measure of their iniquity was full, and therefore the com- 
mand to destroy every soul absolute. Neither in the command 
referred to by Maimonides is there the least reference to 
conversion. It simply says, “ When thou comest nigh unto a 
city to fight against it, then proclaim peace unto it. And it 
shall be if it make thee answer of peace, and open unto thee, 
then it shall be that all the people that is found therein shall 
be tributaries unto thee, and they shall serve thee. And if it 
will make no peace with thee, but will make war against thee, 
then thou shalt besiege it : and when the Lord thy God hath 
delivered it into thine hands, thou shalt smite every male 
thereof with the edge of the sword. But the women and the 
little ones, and the cattle, and all that is in the city, even all 
the spoil thereof, shalt thou take unto thyself.” (Deut. xx. 
10 — 14.) Here is not one word said about conversion, or about 
the seven commandments of the sons of Noah. The command 
itself is hypothetical, “ When thou comest nigh unto a city ; ” 
and therefore gives no colour nor pretext for setting out on a 
war of conversion, “ to compel all that come into the world.” 
As it stands, it is a humane and merciful direction to restrain 
the horrors of the then prevailing system of warfare ; and 
beautifully exemplifies the value which God sets upon the life 
of man, whatever his nation or his religion. He will not suffer 
it to be destroyed unnecessarily ; and even in case of extremity, 
he commands the lives of the women and the children, who 
never bore arms against Israel, to be spared. There is not a 
syllable about forcing their consciences : that is all pure 
gratuitous addition of the oral law, which turns a merciful 
command into an occasion of bigotry and religious tyranny. 

2dly, As God has given no command to propagate religion by 
the sw'ord, so neither has He given any countenance to such 
doctrine, by the instrumentality which lie has employed for the 
preservation of religion in the world. He did not choose a 
mighty nation of soldiers as the depositories of his truth, nor 
any of the overturners of kingdoms for his prophets. If it had 
been his intention to convert the w orld by force of arms, Nimrod 
would have been a more suitable instrument than Abraham, and 
the mighty kingdom of Egypt more fitted for the task than the 
family of Hebrew captives. But by the very choice He showed, 
that truth was to be propagated by Divine pow T er working 
conviction in the minds of men, and not by physical strength. 
It would have been just as easy for him to have turned every 
Hebrew captive in Egypt into a Samson, as to turn the waters 
into blood ; and to have sent them into the world to overturn 
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Idolatry by brute foree ; but He preferred to enlighten tbe 
minds of men by exhibiting a series of miracles, calculated to 
convince them of his eternal power and Godhead. When 
the ten tribes revolted, and fell away into idolatry, He did 
not employ the sword of Judah, but the voice of his prophets, to 
recall them to the truth. He did not compel them, as the oral 
law would have done, to an outward profession, but dealt with 
them as with rational beings, and left them to the choice 
of their hearts. Nineveh was not converted by Jewish soldiers, 
but by the preaching of Jonah. So far is God from command- 
ing the propagation of religion by the sword, that He would 
not even suffer a man of w ar to build a temple for his worship 
When David thought of erecting a temple, the Lord said 
untp him, “ Thou hast shed blood abundantly, and hast made 
great wars ; thou shalt not build an house unto my name, 
because thou hast shed much blood upon the earth.” (1 Chron. 
xxii. 8.) Thus hath God shown his abhorrence of compulsory 
conversion, and in all his dealings confirmed his Word, “Not by 
might nor by power, but by my Spirit, saith the Lord of hosts.” 
(Zech. iv. 6.) 

3dly, God has in his Word promised the conversion of the 
world, but not by the means prescribed in the oral law. His 
promise to Abraham was, “ In thy seed shall all the families of 
the earth be blessed. ” (Gen. xxii. 18.) Now this can hardly 
mean that his descendants are to treat all nations, as the 
Portuguese treated the Jews. The 72nd Psalm gives rather 
a different view of the fulfilment of this promise. It promises 
not a victorious soldier like Mahomet, but one “ in whose days 
the righteous shall flourish, and abundance of peace so long as 

the moon endureth All nations shall call Him blessed.” 

The prophet Isaiah tells us “ that out of Zion shall go forth 
(not conquering armies to compel, but) the law r , and the Word 
of the Lord from Jerusalem. And he shall judge among the 
nations, and rebuke many people ; and they shall beat their 
swords into ploughshares, and their spears into pruning-hooks ; 
nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they 
learn war any more.” Zeehariah says, “ He shall speak peace 
to the heathen;” and declares that the conversion of the world 
will not be the reward of conquest, but the result of conviction. 
“ In those days it shall come to pass, that ten men shall take 
hold, out of all the languages of the nations, even shall take 
hold of the skirt of him that is a J ew, saying, We wall go with 
you, for we have heard that God is wdth you.” (Zech. viii. 23.) 
Here again, then, you see that whilst the oral law differs from 
Moses and the prophets, the New Testament agrees with them. 
Account, then, for this extraordinary fact, that whilst the 
whole Jewish nation lost the great and glorious doctrine of 
liberty of conscience, it has been preserved for you and for all 
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mankind by Jesus of Nazareth. Just suppose that the prin- 
ciples of the Talmud had triumphed, either amongst the Jews 
or the Portuguese, what would have been the consequence to 
the world ? If the Talmudists had attained to supreme power, 
we should have had to choose between compulsory conversion 
and the sword. If the Portuguese had attained to universal 
dominion, both you and we should have had the alternative of 
compulsory conversion or the fires of the Inquisition. In either 
case, the noblest and most precious gift that the God of heaven 
ever sent down to earth, liberty of conscience, would have been 
extinct. But, thank God, the doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth has 
triumphed over the oral laws of both Jews and Portuguese, and 
the result is, that both you and we have the liberty of 
worshipping God according to the convictions of our under- 
standing and the dictates of our conscience. Behold, then, how 
you are indebted to Jesus of Nazareth. Without him you 
would not have known religious liberty, either theoretically or 
practically. He is right on this all-important point, whilst 
those who condemned him to death and rejected his claims are 
wrong. If he was not the true Messiah, but only a pretender, 
how is it that God has made him and his doctrine the exclusive 
channel for preserving the truth of his Word, and conveying 
such blessings to you as well as to us Gentiles ? If the 
Pharisees were right in rejecting him, how is it that God has 
rewarded their piety by giving them over to such gross 
delusions, and making them the transmitters of doctrines, 
which would fill the world with blood and hatred and discord, 
and make even the truth odious in the eyes of all mankind ? 
For ourselves we cannot help coming to the conclusion, that 
He who has taught us mercy and love to all men, and delivered 
both you and us from such horrors — and who, in doing this, 
rose above all the doctrines of his nation and his times, was, 
taught of God, and is, therefore, the true Messiah, the Saviour 
of the world. 

Certain it is, that this doctrine has already been a blessing 
to the world ; and that until your nation embrace its principles, 
at least on this one point of love and toleration, it is impossible 
that the promised glory and pre-eminence of the Jewish nation 
should come. With such principles as are inculcated in the 
oral law, a restoration to the land of your forefathers would be 
no blessing. It would only realize all the legislative and 
religious speculations of the Talmudists, and arm them with the 
power to tyrannize over their more enlightened brethren. It 
would be the triumph of tradition over the Word of God, and 
that the God of truth will not permit. It would be to instal 
the spirit of intolerance and persecution on the throne of love 
and charity, and that God will not suffer. The Talmud is, 
thus, a main obstacle in the way of God’s fulfilling his promises 
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to the nation, because it incapacitates Israel for the reception 
or the right employment of the promised blessings. Is it not, 
then, the duty of ail Jews who desire and long for the glory 
and the happiness which God has promised, to lift up their 
voice with power, and to protest against that system which 
prevents the fufilment of God’s promises; and by all lawful 
means to endeavour to deliver their brethren from the bondage 
of such intolerance ? 


No. VII. 

THE FEAST OF PURIM. 

The feast of Purim now at hand, recalls to the J ewish re- 
collection one of those miraculous deliverances, with which the 
history of Israel abounds. The narrative of the institution, as 
contained in the Bible, is a signal proof and illustration of the 
superintending providence of God, instructive to all the world, 
but calling peculiarly for the gratitude and praise of the Jewish 
nation, whose forefathers were then delivered. And it is much 
to the honour of their posterity that they have not suffered the 
lapse of more than twenty centuries to wear out the memoiy of 
this great event, but that to this day they observe its anniversary 
with alacrity and zeal. If the oral law simply eontented 
itself with commanding the observance and prescribing the 
mode of worship for such an important season, we should have 
no fault to find ; but the oral law claims for itself Divine origin 
and authority, anathematizes any denial of these claims as 
heresy, and sentences the heretic to death. We are, therefore, 
compelled to examine its pretensions, and to scrutinize its 
features, in order to see whether they really bear the stamp ot 
divinity. We have already pointed out some, that savoured 
more of earth than heaven: the constitutions for the feast of 
Purim may be traced to the same source. The following law 
respecting the meal to be provided on this occasion did 
certainly not come to man from heaven : — 

nsa nni’D ]-m non bns'to it rmoo rain 
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“ A man’s duty with regard to the feast is, that he should eat 
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meat and prepare a suitable feast according to his means ; and 
drink wine, until he he drunk, and fall asleep in his drunken- 
ness.” (Hilehoth Megillah, c. ii. 15.) The Talmud, however, 
is not satisfied with so indefinite a direction, hut lays down, 
with its usual precision, the exact measure of intoxication 
required. 
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“ A man is hound to get so drunk with wine at Purim, as not 
to know the difference between Cursed is Haman, and Blessed 
is Mordecai.” (Megillah, fol. 7, col. 2.,) But perhaps some 
learned champion of the Talmud will fly to that sort of refuge 
for destitute commentators, the parabolic language of the 
orient, and tell us that this precept is not to he understood 
literally but figuratively ; and that so far from recommending 
intoxication, it means to inculcate excess of sobriety or devotion, 
such abstraction of the senses, from all outward objects, as not 
to distinguish between cursed is Haman and blessed is 
Mordecai. This sort of defence is neither imaginary nor novel. 
In this way Rabbi Eliezer’s permission to split open an un- 
learned man like a fish has been made to signify the spiritual 
opening of the understanding, and of course the overweening 
anxiety of the Rabbies to communicate instruction to the 
ignorant. But however we dull Gentiles may be enlightened 
by such an exposition, we much doubt whether the greatest 
amhaaretz in Israel will believe the interpretation. The great 
and learned Rahbies Solomon Jarchi and Moses Maimonides 
have understood literal drunkenness, and have named wine as 
the legitimate liquor. R. Joseph Karo has simply given the 
command verbatim as it stands in the Talmud, but a note in 
the Orach Chaiim shows, that some of the modern Rabbies 
were not able to swallow such a command, and, therefore, say 
that an Israelite does his duty, if he only drink a little more 
than usual. The Talmud itself admits of no such softening 
down, nor explaining away, for immediately after the precept 
it goes on to propose an example and to furnish an illustration 
of its meaning in the following history of the very Rabbi, on 
whose authority this traditional command rests j — 
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“Rabba and Rabbi Zira made their Purim entertainment 
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together. AY ken Ilabba got drunk, he arose and killed Rabbi 
Zira. On the following day he prayed for mercy, and restored 
him to life. The following year Rabba proposed to him again 
to make their Purim entertainment together, but he answered, 
‘ Miracles don't happen every day.' ” (Talmud, Tr. Megillah, 
fol. 7, col. 2.) This history of one of the men who are au- 
thorities for the above Talmudic command to get drunk, plainly 
illustrates its meaning, and shows that the Talmud meant and 
commanded its followers to drink wine to excess on this occa- 
sion. It sets before them the example of one of the greatest 
liabbies committing murder in his drunkenness, and so far 
from reprobating this sin, it gravely tells us that God inter- 
posed by a miracle to prevent the ill-consequences ; and that the 
Rabbi, far from being cured of his propensity, or making any 
declaration of his intention to amend, continued in that state 
of mind, that his colleague found it imprudent to trust him- 
self at his table. Now every body that is acquainted with the 
J ews, knows that they are a temperate and sober people ; and 
because they are so, we ask them whether the above command 
can be from God ? and whether they believe that the Talmud 
speaks truth in giving the above narrative ? It says not merely 
that men may get drunk with impunity, but that to get drunk 
is an act of piety, and obedience to a command ! Here, again, 
the. Talmud is directly at issue with the New Testament, 
which says, “ Be not drunk with wine, wherein is excess.” 
(Ephes. v. 18.) “ Take heed to yourselves, lest at any time 

your hearts be overcharged with surfeiting, and drunkenness, 
and the cares of this life, and so that day come upon you un- 
awares.” (Luke xxi. 34.) The New Testament holds out to us 
no hope, that if in our drunkenness, we should commit murder, 
a miracle will be wrought in order to deliver us from the con- 
sequences ; but tells us, that “ neither murderers nor drunkards 
shall inherit the kingdom of God.” (1 Cor. vi. 9, 10.) Now 
which of these two doctrines is the most agreeable to the 
revealed will of God ? How would you desire to meet death, 
if death should eome upon the feast of Purim ? YVould you 
wish the angel of death to find you, in obedience to the oral 
law, insensible from overmuch wine ? or in that state of sobriety 
and thoughtfulness prescribed by Jesus of Nazareth ? Does not 
the inward tribunal of the heart decide that Jesus of Nazareth 
is right, and that the Talmud is wrong p And does not the 
Old Testament confirm the sentence ? Isaiah says, “ Woe unto 
them that rise up early in the morning, that they may follow 
strong drink ; that continue until night, till wine inflame them ! 
and the harp and the viol, the tabret and pipe, and wine are in 
their feasts ; but they regard not the work of the Lord, neither 
consider the operation of his hands. Therefore my people are 
gone into captivity, because they have no knowledge ; and 
D 


50 


THE FEAST OF PURIM. 


their honourable men are famished, and their multitude diied 
up with thirst.” (Isaiah v. 11 — 13.) And so Moses commands 
the parents that should have a son “ a glutton and a drunkard,” 
to bring him to justice, and to have him stoned. (Deut. xxi. 20.) 
The Talmud, then, manifestly contradicts the Old Testament ; it 
therefore cannot speak truth when it narrates that God wrought 
a miracle in order to save a drunkard and a murderer from that 
punishment, which He had himself commanded to be visited 
upon either of these crimes. The story of the miracle is there- 
fore a palpable falsehood, contradictory to the law of Moses, and 
derogatory to the honour of God. How, then, can the Talmud 
be of God P If you attempt to distinguish, as some do, between 
the Talmud and the oral law, and say that though the Talmud 
contains the oral law, yet it is not all inspired, then we ask, 
how can you rely upon the testimony of a witness convicted of 
wilful, gross, and flagrant falsehood ? If you do not believe in 
the above miracle of the drunken Rabba, you denounce it as a 
liar. If it lie, then, upon this solemn occasion in relating a 
miracle, in handing down the law of God, how can you depend 
upon it at all ? If it does not scruple to forge miracles, what 
warrant have you for believing that it does not forge laws also ; 

But suppose, which is far more probable, that Rabbi Zira, 
when killed by Rabba, had not come to life again, w T ould Rabba, 
in the eye of the modem Jewish law, be considered as a mur- 
derer, and guilty of death, or as an innocent person, who might 
safely be permitted to go at large, and pursue his usual avoca- 
tions ? This is a question well deserving an answer from some 
of your learned men, and naturally suggested by some prin- 
ciples asserted and implied in the following decisions of the 
oral law : — 

.mama •nma ntaa mao mao nbton nsnp 
cmm bam . D'soan mpn smc? com cnaani 
. cmmoa maam cam com cttos > nnsnpn 
team ibosi . nnsnpb teaepn ns jomoi 
t'Opa jnatab ^wai )mi:3 pboao ]miaaa 
t^-ipa ainteb mm aiobn I'boan pi . nbtso 
ibiatr mm bta nnao ascb aaim bp > rrbna 
nmata am ib ^si . nbtsa snpa aca i'mt 
caaip ib fsa? mtta naa pin iasa nbta sapa 
: saip -p ansi nbnn lamp la atnanta 

“ The reading of the Megillah (the book of Esther) in its time 
is an affirmative precept according to the words of the scribes, 
and it is known that this is an ordinance of the Prophets. 
The obligation to read it rests upon all, men, women, and 
proselytes, and manumitted slaves. Children also arc to be 
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accustomed to the reading of it. Even priests in their sendee 
are to neglect their service, and to come to hear the reading of 
the Megillah. In like manner the study of the law is to be 
omitted, in order to hear the reading of the Megillah, and a 
fortiori all the remaining commandments of the law, all of 
which give way to the reading of the Megillah : but there is 
nothing to which the reading of the Megillah gives way, 
except that particular class of dead person called the dead of 
the commandment, who has none to bury him. He that 
happens upon him is first to bury him, and afterwards to 
read.” (Hilchoth Megillah, c. i. 1.) On this extract we have 
several remarks to make, but at present we request the 
attention of our readers to the reason given why the reading of 
the Megillah is more important than any of the com- 
mandments. It is this. According to the oral law, “ the study 
of the law is equivalent to all the commandments, and the 
other commandments are to give way to this study.” But ac- 
cording to the passage before us, the study of the law is to 

f ive way to the reading of the Megillah. The reading of the 
legillah, therefore, being greater than the greatest of the 
commandments, is of course greater than all the inferior ones. 
Now apply this reasoning to the above command to get drunk, 
and you will prove that getting drunk at Purim feast is the 
greatest of all the commandments. In order to get drunk, it 
is plain that the study of the law must give way. The man 
who cannot distinguish between “ Cursed be Haman and 
blessed be Mordecai,” certainly cannot study, neither can he 
bury the dead. The commandment, therefore, to which the 
study of the law and the burying of the dead give way, must 
be the greatest of all the commandments ; i.c., the getting 
drunk on Purim is the greatest of all the commandments. 
This conclusion, which inevitably follows upon Talmudic 
principles, necessarily shows that those principles are false. 
But that is not the object for which I have exhibited this 
conclusion ; it is with reference to the case of Rabba above- 
mentioned. Having got drunk according as the oral law com- 
manded, and having thereby obeyed the greatest of the 
commandments, and one to which all others are necessarily in 
abeyance, was he guilty or innocent in having murdered R. 
Zira ? It certainly seems a very hard case to condemn him to 
death for an act, which resulted from his obedience to the greatest 
of all the commandments. He might urge that he had a great 
dislike to drunkenness — that he had overcome his natural 
aversion simply to satisfy the Rabbinical requirements — that 
by the time that he had arrived at the prescribed incompetency 
to distinguish between Haman and Mordecai, he had lost all 
power of distinguishing between right and wrong — that, there- 
fore, he had not done it with malice propense ; what sentence, 
D 2 
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therefore, does the Talmud pronounce against a murderer of 
this sort ? If llabba was allowed to go at large, as would 
appear from his invitation to Rabbi Zira the following year, a 
repetition of the same offence was possible, a repetition of the 
miracle in R. Zira’s opinion highly improbable. Thus Rabba 
might go on from year to year killing one or more with 
impunity, and would be a far more dangerous neighbour than 
“ the ox that was wont to push with his horn.” If, on the 
other hand, he is to be punished capitally, then the oral law is 
plainly not from God ; for obedience to the greatest of its com- 
mandments makes it possible for a man to commit the greatest 
of crimes, and to subject himself to the extremity of punish- 
ment. But we object, secondly, to the exaltation of a mere 
human ordinance above the W ord of God . The reading of the 
book of Esther at the feast of Purim, is no doubt a very 
appropriate, and may be a very profitable exereise. But it is 
confessedly of human appointment. It is of the words of the 
scribes ; the time and the mode are altogether Rabbinical 
ordinances. Why, then, “are all the remaining command- 
ments of the law to give way to the reading of the Megillah ? ” 
The priest was to neglect the service to which God had 
appointed him, in order to obey a mere human institution. 
And the Israelites to neglect the duties of love and charity, to 
fulfil a mere ceremonial commandment. Here is a plain token 
that the oral law is not from God, but is the offspring of 
human invention and superstition. The human mind exalts 
ceremonies above moral duties. God declares that all outward 
observances are secondary. “ I desired mercy and not sacrifice, 
and the knowledge of God more than burntofferings.” (Hos. 
vi. 6.) “ He hath showed thee, O man, what is good ; and 

what doth the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, and to 
love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God?” (Mic. vi. 8.) 
And so the New Testament says in the very same spirit, “ The 
first of all the commandments is, Hear O Israel : the Lord our 
God is one Lord, and thou shalt love the Lord thy God -with 
all thy heart, &c. This is the first commandment. And the 
seconcl is like, namely thi*s, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thvself. There is none other eommandment greater than 
these.” (Mark. xii. 29—31.) The oral law, on the contrary, 
tells us that “all tho commandments, except the burying of 
the dead, are to give way to the reading of the Megillah,” to a 
mere ceremony ; and that not even of God’s appointment. 
God prefers mercy before the sacrifices which He himself has 
instituted. The Talmud prefers a human institution to all 
God’s commandments. A more striking instance of genuine 
superstition, and a stronger proof of the human origin of the 
oral law cannot be found. 

The book of Esther appears to have been a peculiar favourite 
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of the Rabbies. The reading of it takes precedence of all other 
duties but one, and is considered as obligatory, even upon the 
women, who are declared exempt from the study of the law. 
It is true that it contains a very notable warning for disobedient 
wives, and a striking instance of the deliverance of Israel by 
the instrumentality of a woman; but when we consider that 
the name of God does not occur once in the whole book, and 
that the law contains the account of man’s creation and fall, 
the ten comandments, the deliverance from Egypt, and all 
those events of primary interest to women as well as men, it 
becomes of some importance to consider -why the women, who 
are not bound to study the law of God, are bound to read the 
book of Esther. The authors of the oral law appear to have 
attached uncommon importance to this book, as appears from 
this circumstance, and still more so from the following startling 
declaration of Maimonidcs : — 

btan'b y'Tns crmron bm nsa bn 

nn"p svt •nm . ires nbrtas v"' n mo'b 

bmr» min bt» rrobrtm mm 'tuoin n^ana 

:nbii?b 1'baa p'sts na 

“ All the books of the prophets, and all the Hagiographa, except 
the roll of Esther, will cease in the days of Messiah. But it is 
perpetual as the five books of the written law, and the con- 
stitutions of the oral law, which shall never cease.” (Hilchoth 
Megillah.) Some of the Rabbies say that this is to be taken 
conditionally, “ although they were all to cease, yet this would 
not cease.” But this still attributes a decided superiority to the 
book of Esther above all the other books. What then is there in 
it, that gives this book such a peculiar favour, and makes the 
history of Esther more important than that of the conquest of 
Canaan, or of the glory of Solomon, or of the restoration of the 
house of the Lord ? Is there more devotion and piety to be foimd 
in it than in the Psalms of David ? Does it contain more wisdom 
than the Proverbs of Solomon ? Is there a sublimer flight of 
Divine poetry, a more heavenly afflatus than in the visions of 
Isaiah ? A more open revelation of the mysteries of the Deity 
than is to be found in Job, or Daniel, or Ezekiel ? Why do the 
Rabbies pronounce it worthy of preservation, whilst they 
contemplate without emotion the loss of all the other books ? 
We cannot possibly discover, unless it be that it furnishes more 
gratification to the spirit of revenge so natural to all the 
children of Adam, whether they be J ew or Gentile. To forgive 
is to be like God — and God alone can teach forgiveness either 
speculatively or practically. But the book of Esther contains 
an account of the revenge which the Jews took upon their ene- 
mies, not like the destruction of the Canaanites, fulfilling the 
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commands of God upon His enemies, but taking personal and 
individual revenge on their own. And this very fact may ho 
one reason why God did not permit his most holy name to 
occur in the whole book — just as he did not permit David to 
build him a temple, so he would not have his name associated 
with deeds of personal revenge. But, however that be, we can 
discover no other reason for the decided preference which the 
oral law gives to the hook of Esther. And we think that 
after the specimens which we have already given of their spirit 
towards idolaters we do them no injustice ; especially as, in this 
particular case, the oral law breathes this spirit aloud. 

ant mnw t 'rms -pm pn -ins ibn'id -pis 
: bm-itD " 1 bo D'ora eras bo Qvrnw i-inos nano 

“It is necessary to say, Cursed be Haman, Blessed be 
Mordecai, Cursed be Zeresb, Blessed be Esther, Cursed 
be all idolaters, Blessed be all Israel.” (Orach Chaiim, sec. 
690.) Why this is necessary, is not told us. It appears 
not to bring glory to God, nor any blessing to man. Haman 
and Zeresh have long since passed into eternity, and received 
from the just Judge the reward of their deeds. Mordecai and 
Esther have in like manner appeared before the God of Israel, 
and received according to their faith. To these, then, the voice 
of human praise or reproach is as nothing. But to curse a 
dead enemy, to pursue with unrelenting hatred those who have 
already fallen into the hands of the living God, is certainly not 
a Divine ordinance, and cannot be an acceptable act of worship 
in poor sinners, who themselves stand so much in need of 
forgiveness. To curse the dead is had, but to curse the living 
is, in one sense, still worse. “ Cursed be all idolaters.” 
According to our calculation, there are 600 millions of idolaters 
— according to the Jewish account, there must he more. Why, 
then, should they he cursed? That will not convert them from 
the error of their ways. It will not make them more happy, 
either in this world or in the next. We are not aware, even if 
God were to hear this execration and curse the idolatrous 
world, that it would he productive of any blessing to Israel. 
Why make a day of thanksgiving for mercies received an 
opportunity of invoking curses upon the majority of mankind? 
The Word of God teaches a very different petition for the 
heathen. “ God, be merciful to us, and bless us, and cause his 
face to shine upon us. That thy way may be known upon 
earth, thy saving health among all nations. Let the people 
praise thee, O God; yea, let all the people praise thee.” (Ps. 
lxvii.) 
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RABBINIC CONTEMPT FOR THE SONS OF NOAH. 

The noblest inquiry, to which the mental powers ean be 
directed, is, Which religion comes from God? The most satis- 
factory mode of conducting such an inquiry, independently of 
the external evidence, is to compare the principles of one 
system with those of the other, and both with an acknowledged 
standard, if such there be, and this is what we are endeavouring 
to do in these papers. We by no means wish to make the 
modern Jews responsible for the inventions of their forefathers, 
but to show them that their traditional argument for rejecting 
Christianity, and that is the example of the high priest and 
the Sanhearin, is of no force; inasmuch as these same persons, 
who originally rejected Jesus of Nazareth, were in great and 
grievous error in the fundamental principles of religion, whilst 
He who was rejected taught the truth. To do this we must 
appeal to the oral law, and discuss its merits. We have shown 
already that those persons did not understand at least one half 
of the law; that their doctrines were in the highest degree 
uncharitable. Jt has, however, been replied, that the Talmud 
is more tolerant than the New Testament, for it allows “ that 
the pious of the nations of the world may be saved ; ” whereas 
the latter asserts that “ whosoever believeth not shall be 
damned.” We must, therefore, inquire into the extent of 
toleration and charity contained in that Talmudic sentence. 
The first step in this inquiry, is to ascertain who are the 
persons intended in the expression “ The pious of the nations 
of the world. ” The oral law tells us, as quoted in No. 6, that 
the Israelites are commanded to compel all that come into the 
world to receive the seven commandments of the sons of Noah, 
and adds, 

: mp» ban ntenn -12 sipan sin nms bnpam 

“ Ho that receives them is called universally a sojourning 
proselyte.” And a little lower down it says plainly 

nr ■nn imssb -in«i rvn”» vjw bnpnn ba 
: snn nbisb pbn ib un . nbvjn main •'Tone 

“ Whosoever receives the seven commandments, and is careful 
to observe them, he is one of the pious of the nations of the 
world, and has a share in the world to come.” (Hilchoth 
Melachim, c. viii. 10.) From these two declarations, then, we 
learn that “ the pious of the nations of the world ” are the 
same, as “the sojourning proselytes,” who were allowed to 
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reside in the land of Israel, and that their piety consisted in 
receiving and practising the seven commandments. What 
these commandments were, we are informed in the next chapter 
of the same treatise. 

. ry br . pa?Nin ehn miasa pm n2’27 by 
'ib byi . e'en n3'327 bin . dbh nsi3 byi 
'jb'oip '3 by . E'3'-rn byi . bwn byi . nvis 
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“ The first Adam was commanded concerning six things — 
idolatry, blasphemy, shedding of blood, incest, robbery, and 
administration of justice. Although we have all these things as 
a tradition from Moses, our master, and reason naturally inclines 
to them, yet, from the general tenour of the words of the law, 
it appears that he was commanded concerning these things. 
Noah received an additional command concerning the limb of a 
living animal, as it is said, ‘ But flesh in the life thereof, which 
is the blood thereof, ye shall not eat.’ (Gen., ix. 4.) Here 
are the seven commandments, and thus the matter was in all 
the world until Abraham.” (Ibid. ix. 1.) 

Now, without stopping to dispute about the command given 
to Noah, we cannot help saying that the above tradition is very 
defective, and certainly not derived from Moses, for it is 
opposed to the history which he himself has given us. In the 
first place, that command, on which, the oral law lays such 
stress, “ Be fruitful and multiply,” was originally given to 
Adam (Gen. i. 28), and was renewed to Noah, after the deluge. 
If the liabbies reckon this as a separate command in the case of 
the Jews, as may be seen in the Hilchoth Priah Ureviah, it is 
only fair to reckon it as a separate command in the case of the 
Gentiles, and thus we get an eighth command. In the second 
place, God ordained marriage as a holy state. “ The Lord God 
said, It is not good that man should be alone ; I will make him 
an help meet for him.” “ And the rib which the Lord God had 
taken from man made he a woman, and brought her unto the 
man.” Here is God’s holv institution, and in the following 
verses we have the obligations of marriage distinctly acknow- 
ledged. “ And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and 
flesh of my flesh ; she shall be called Woman, because she was 
taken out of man. Therefore shall a man leave his father and 
his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife, and they shall bo 
one flesh.” Here, then, is a ninth commandment. We know, 
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indeed, that the oral law gives a different account, but its 
doctrine is false and pernicious. In the face of the above plain 
narrative, it teaches as follows ? — 

ch pitw nt&w sms nis mn min mip 
irva -pnb rtD'aa nms sin nn 

: ni»sb ib nnm ibss lab ma ribsiai 

“ Before the giving of the law, a man might happen to meet a 
woman in the street ; if they both agreed on marriage, he took 
her to his house, and cohabited with her, and she became his 
wife.” (Hilchoth Ishuth, e. i. 1.) Now, not to speak of profane 
history, there is not in the law of Moses a single passage to give 
colour to this statement, unless it be the following : — “ And it 
came to pass, when men began to multiply on the face of the 
earth, and daughters were born unto them, that the sons of God 
saw the daughters of men that they were fair ; and they took 
them wives of all which they chose.” But, whatever is meant 
by “ Sons of God,” it is plain that this conduct is mentioned, not 
as having the sanction or approval of God, but as a proof of ante- 
diluvian wickedness, for it is immediately added, “And the 
Lord said, My Spirit shall not always strive with man, for that 
he also is flesh.” But it is not simply an error of judgment, it 
is most pernicious as it regards both Gentiles and Jews, for it 
completely annuls the sanctity and obligation of the marriage 
tie. It teaches that as the marriage of Noahites is contracted 
without solemn espousals, so it may be dissolved without the 
formality of a divorce. 

t i:ba: ntsna ran nt»s rrnn 
s'n N2nt£? is . n»2sb rmnbari man rasavira 
.anaa V'tin-> , o ]nb y'stc .nb -jbm vnan nnns 
sin name? pi ba sbs . mb 12 nbn am ^si 
: pc 7 -iiQ nts nt tm-ab s'n is 

“ When is his (the Noahite’s) neighbours wife to be con- 
sidered in the same light, as a divorced woman with us ? 
Prom the time that he sends her forth from his house, and 
leaves her to herself.. Or from the time that she goes forth 
from under his power, and goes her way ; for they have no 
divorces in writing, neither does the matter depend upon that 
alone ;* but whenever he or she please to separate one from 
the other, they separate.” (Hilchoth Melachim, c. ix. 8.) 
We Gentiles have great reason to be thankful that Jesus of 
Nazareth has taught us a different doctrine, according with 
the original institution of marriage. What would have been* 

* Instead of alone, there is another reading, the tribunals 
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the state of the world, if the oral law had attained supreme 
power, and the Gentiles had been instructed in the above law 
as Divine ? What would result from the doctrine that every 
man may turn out his wife, and every woman leave her hus- 
band, whenever they like ? The peace and well-being of 
Gentile, society would be at an end. The frightful state of 
disorder and misery that would ensue, as well as the words 
of the original institution, plainly show that this doctrine is 
not from God. But the effect upon the believers in the oral 
law is still worse. With reference to them, the marriage of 
Gentiles is no marriage at all. The oral law says distinctly — 

. c'tab mars I's 

“ There is no matrimony to the Gentiles.” (Hilchoth Mela- 
chim, viii. 3.) And again, 

bys man by c'aab an bs-it^b sbs mty'N ps 
: bs-iti’-’ by nrtyyb sba n'aay by triyyb sb 

“ There is no matrimony except to Israel, or to Gentiles with 
respect to Gentiles ; but not to slaves with respect to slaves, 
nor to slaves with respect to Israel.” (Hilchoth Issure Biah, 
c. xiv. 19.) Here, then, the oral law directly makes void the 
law of God, and pronounces that a command given to Adam 
in Paradise, and therefore equally binding on all his de- 
scendants, is in particular cases of no force at all. The oral 
law, therefore, is certainly not from God. 

We have already made out nine commandments ; in 
sacrifice we find a tenth. Cain and Abel brought sacrifices, 
and the only reason that can be assigned is, that they had 
received a command to that effect. Sacrifice was either a 
Divine command or the dictate of their own reason. But 
it was not the dictate of reason, for reason says, that the 
Creator of all things has no need of gifts, and, least of all, 
such gifts as imply the slaughter of an innocent animal. It 
must, therefore, have been of Divine command. The reason 
why the Babbies excluded this command is plain. They did 
not choose that there should be acceptable sacrifices offered 
anywhere but amongst themselves. But that this doctrine 
is altogether of a recent date is plain. It was not known to 
Job. He says not a word about the seven commandments, 
and he was m the habit of offering sacrifices. “ And it was 
so when the day of their feasting was gone about, that Job 
sent and sanctified them, and rose up early in the morning, 
and offered burnt-offerings according to the number of them 
all.” (Job i. 5.) Ana the Lord himself expressly com- 
manded Job’s friends to do so likewise. “And it was so, 
that after the Lord had spoken these words unto Job, the 
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Lord said to Eliphaz the Temanite, My wrath is kindled 

against thee, and against thy two friends Therefore, 

take unto you now seven bullocks and seven rams, and go to 
my servant Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt-offering, 
and my servant Job shall pray for you, for him will I accept.” 
(Job xlii. 7, 8.) It was not known to Elisha. When 
Naaman said, “ Shall there not then, I pray thee, he given 
to thy servant two mules’ burden of earth ? For thy servant 
will henceforth offer neither burnt-offering nor sacrifice unto 
other gods, but unto the Lord.” (2 Kings v. 17.) Elisha 
made no objection. He did not tell him that he had only 
seven commandments to attend to. Neither had Isaiah any 
idea that, when Judaism triumphed, the whole world was 
to be compelled to adhere to the seven commandments, for 
he plainly predicts the contrary. “And the Lord shall be 
known to Egypt, and the Egyptians shall know the Lord 
in that day, and shall do sacrifice and oblation : yea, they 
shall vow a vow unto the Lord and perform it.” (Isaiah 
xix. 21.) Here again, then, the oral law contradicts the Word 
of God. 

But the law of God points out to us an eleventh commandment, 
in the distinction between clean and unclean animals. The 
Lord commanded Noah to take of the former by sevens and of 
the latter by pairs. (Gen. vii. 2.) And when Noah came forth 
from the ark “ he builded an altar unto the Lord ; and took of 
every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and offered burnt- 
offerings on the altar.” (Gen. viii. 2.) It is plain, from the 
command, that a greater number of clean than unclean animals 
was required. Noah’s conduct shows that the rite of sacrifice 
was the cause of the requirement. We have a twelfth com- 
mandment in the appointment of a priesthood. “ Melchizedek 
was the priest of the Most High God,” (Gen. xiv. 10,) which he 
most certainly could not have been, if he had not been Divinely 
appointed. From the law itself, then, we have made out twelve 
distinct commandments. Eight would have been sufficient to 
overthrow the oral tradition. But we appeal to the common 
sense of every Talmudist. We ask him to look over the meagre 
list of the seven commandments, in which neither love to God 
nor man is included, and to tell us whether it be at all probable 
that “the God of the spirits of all flesh” would leave all 
mankind, excepting the small company of Itabbinists, without 
any better rule for time, and any better guide to eternity ? Is 
it possible that the God of love and mercy should leave the 
majority of his reasonable creatures in doubt as to his love, and 
tell them that he requires no love from them? Yet this is 
what the oral law says. The Gentiles are, according to it, left 
without any direction as to the worship of God, and are pro- 
nounced guilty of death if they study the law. Nay, they are 
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expressly told that God does not require them to glorify him 
by their obedience. 

. vmisaa nns br Toub D3s id:sk; ra p 
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“ A Noahite who is forced to transgress one of his command- 
ments, it is lawful for him to do so. Even if he be compelled to 
commit idolatry he may commit it, for they are not commanded 
to sanctify God.” (rfilehoth Melachim, c. x. 2.) So that, 
according to the Eabbies, the Noahite who is compelled to 
commit murder, adultery, or even to deny his God, may do it 
with impunity; he still belongs “ to the pious of the nations of 
the world,” and may have a share in the world to come. We 
confess that we cannot see in this doctrine either charity or 
toleration. We can discover only that narrowness of heart 
which characterizes the oral law. In order to magnify them- 
selves, and depreciate the other nations, the Eabbies first swell 
out their own commandments to 613, and reduce the command- 
ments of the nations to seven. But not content with that, they 
also strive to confine the glories of martyrdom to themselves, 
and tell the Gentiles that God does not require them to sanctify 
His name. Can such doctrine come from God ? Is God the 
God of the Eabbinists only? We grant that the Jews are his 
“ peculiar people.” We acknowledge that “ they have much 
advantage every way ” — that “ they are beloved for the fathers’ 
sakes ” — that the time is coming \dien “ all that see them shall 
acknowledge them that they are the seed whom the Lord has 
blessed.” But we still think that God’s heart is large enough 
to comprehend us Gentiles too in his love. We know that we 
are the work of His hand, and we trust that, as He is our 
Father, he requires, and is pleased to see even in Gentiles, the 
feelings of children, love and filial fear. And we found this 
our faith on your Scriptures as well as ours. The Word of God 
tells us that, long before there were any Eabbies in the world, 
He had a gracious and tender care for all mankind. He pro- 
mised to our first parents a Saviour who should “ bruise the 
serpent’s head.” He saved Noah and his family, not one of 
whom was a Eabbi, from the deluge ; and when they came forth 
from the ark, He made a gracious covenant not with one nation 
only, but “ with all flesh,” and hung up on high a lovely and 
glittering arch, from one end of the heavens to the other, that 
all the habitants of earth might have a token of their Father’s 
lo\e. and learn to look up to Him with humble confidence. 
When he chose Abraham and his seed, it was not an act of 
partiality, but that in his seed all the families of the earth 
might be blessed. He did not leave himself without witness to 
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the nations. He manifested himself to Job, and taught him 
“ that his Itedeemer liveth,” and moved even the prophets of 
Israel to predict again and again the happy times when, “ from 
the rising of the sun to the going down of the same, His name 
should be great among the Gentiles, and in every place incense 
should be offered to his name, and a pure offering; for my 
name shall be great among the heathen, saith the Lord of hosts.” 
(Mai. i. 11.) Having this word, we reject the oral law which 
contradicts it, and would make God the God of the Rabbin is ts 
only: and we believe in the New Testament, which exactly 
agrees with your written law, and asks, “ Is he the God of the 
Jews only? Is he not also of the Gentiles?” — and answers, 
“ Yes, oi the Gentiles also” (Rom. iii. 29) — and which also 
declares that, in the sight of God, “There is no difference 
between the Jew and the Greek; for the same Lord over all is 
rich unto all that call upon him, for whosoever shall call upon 
the name of the Lord shall be saved.” (Rom. x. 12, 13.) 

In the fixing of the commandments, then, for the sons of 
Noah, we have detected an intolerant and uncharitable spirit 
very different from that of the Old and New Testament. But 
we have further to inquire, what was the extent of toleration 
conceded to them? We do not stop to prove that they were 
not allowed to possess land, nor to be judges, nor members of 
the Sanhedrin, nor to hold any office, nor to intermarry with the 
Jews. From all that, they were excluded by the law of God 
himself. They were allowed to sojourn in the land, and hence 
their name “ sojourning proselytes.” Further, “ They were to 
be treated with the same courtesy and benevolence as the 
Israelites.” (See No. 4, p. 26.) But further than this the 
toleration did not extend. The oral law, though it commands 
“ courtesy and benevolence,” docs not administer even-handed 
justice to the “pious of the nations of the world,” as may be 
seen from the following specimens : — 

arcin -in ns ns turn ns nnnan nno bsittn 

. nbm 

■tarn ns ns asm m ns mnu? aann -in pi 

. nbm nnntro 

'a bn? nmtaa hs-in?' ns nnnu? mnn in 

. nnn nt nn row rrrw 

“ An Israelite who unintentionally kills a slave, or a 
sojourning proselyte, is imprisoned (in one of the cities of 
refuge).” 

“ And so a sojourning proselyte who unintentionally kills a 
sojourning proselyte, or a slave, is imprisoned.” 

“ A sojourning proselyte who unintentionally kills an 
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Israelite, although he did it unintentionally, is to be put to 
death.” (Hilchoth Rotzeach, c. v. 3.) The written law, on the 
contrary, says, “These six cities shall be a refuge, both for the 
children of Israel and for the stranger, and for the sojourner 
among them : that any one that killeth any person unawares 
may flee thither. ” (Numbers xxxv. 15.) Again, the oral law 
says — 

. I'T rv;» vbjj mna ws nsnn nna? 

: in3n bs urs 'di ias:a? 

“ An Israelite who kills a sojourning proselyte, is not put to 
death on his account by the tribunal, for it is said, ‘ But if a 
man come presumptuously upon his neighbour/ (Exodus xxi. 
14.)” The law of God says, “ Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by 
man shall his blood be shed : for in the image of God made he 
man.” (Gen. ix. 6.) And to this law the New Testament 
commands us Christians to adhere, rejecting the oral traditions ; 
and in consequence the laws of Christian countries make no 
difference between the murderer of a Jew, a Christian, Turk, 
Infidel, or Heretic. Short as all Christian nations confessedly 
come of the pure morality of the New Testament, their laws 
direct the administration of impartial justice, and are a terror to 
all evil doers of every creed and sect. The liberality of the 
Talmud then, in allowing a share of salvation to the pious of 
the world is not so very great, nor its toleration of a very 
comprehensive character. It not only withholds justice from the 
pious of the world, but gives as the reason, because they are not 
considered as neighbours. Want of room prevents us from 
pursuing this subject further at present. We therefore ask, Is 
this law from God ? Can God, in an oral law, directly con- 
tradict his written law ? Can you point out anything similar 
in the New Testament ? Is this law just or unjust ? You will 
grant that it is unjust and erroneous. Then your fathers have 
been mistaken about one of the first principles of the ad- 
ministration of justice, for many centuries. And your brethren 
who adhere to this system as Divine, as on the Barbary coast, 
for instance, are still mistaken. Why do you not protest aloud 
against such error ? Why not endeavour to convince your 
brethren that they are wrong P In England there is nothing 
to prevent you. There is full liberty, free toleration. You 
may lift up your voice like a trumpet against the errors of the 
Talmud. You may expunge all acknowledgment of its au- 
thority from your prayers — you may return to Moses and the 
prophets, and no man will say nay. 
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No. IX. 

CHRISTIANS CANNOT BE RECKONED AMONGST THE “PIOUS OF 
THE NATIONS OF THE WORLD.” 

We said, in our last number, that “the pious of the nations 
of the world ” are, according to the oral law, those who have 
received the seven commandments of the sons of Noah. We 
said that of the laws laid down for their own eonduet, some, as 
for instance that respecting divorces, are such as would in- 
troduce confusion and misery into Gentile society — and that 
others, referring to the administration of justice by Rabbinical 
tribunals, are extremely unjust. But the advocates of the oral 
law think, nevertheless, that it is very tolerant, more tolerant 
than the New Testament, because it says that “the pious of 
the nations of the world have a share in the world to come.” 
Now we cannot help feeling a curiosity to know how great or 
how small that share will be. And this our curiosity is excited 
by the following information, which the oral law commands to 
be communicated to a Gentile who wishes to turn Jew : — 

-p niiffl bt» jttraw mis 'ps'-nnio ot»3i 
rvEsatp inw . nnsa btp ron? mix 

P't.j ai» fxttn . xnn cbvjn "rib nsr ibx rmsa 
ib D'-iais'i :prn nuns® nannn bun xbx -naa 
am n'p'isb xbx' ■po:: i3'X xnn Dbiuntu mv "in 
nmti mn obiun mnn bxran nxnntB mi . bx-iar> 
abiun rrna an bapb pbmi cnb naisa x'n 
*i3tu tpod'o ism nab mi' xntu . maixa mn 
: aran •pmur pm naxan? youo Nan abisn 
na minis an imbu x'aa xm -pm ampn pxi 
: iai piaiu ]m pbo maixn b3 xbx iinx' xba? 

“ As they are to make known to him the punishments attached 
to the commandments, so they are also to inform him of the re- 
wards for keeping them. They should inform him, that, by the 
doing of these commandments, he will be worthy of everlasting 
life ; and that there is no perfectly righteous man, except that 
possessor of wisdom who does and knows them. And they are to 
say to him, Be assured that the world to come is laid up for none 
hut the righteous, and they are Israel ; and as to this that thou 
seest Israel in trouble in this world, their good things are laid 
up for them, for they cannot receive an abundance of good things 
in this world , like the nations. Their heart might, perchance, 
be lifted up, and they might go astray, and lose the reward of 
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the world to come, as it is said, ‘Jeshunm waxed fat and 
kicked.’ The Holy One, blessed be he, brings upon them the 
abundance of afflictions for no other reason than this, that they 
may not be lost. All the nations shall be utterly destroyed , but 
they shall abide.” (Hilchoth Issure Biah., c. xiv. 3 — 5.) To 
us this sounds very much like a flat contradiction to the above 
declaration, that “ the pious of the nations of the world have a 
share in the world to come.” Here, on the contrary, it is stated 
that the blessings of that state are reserved “ for none but the 
righteous, and they are Israel ; ” and again, “ All the nations 
shall be utterly destroyed.” And it is even implied that the 
nations get their good things in this world, and do not suffer 
affliction, as they are not to have that blessedness, which 
is reserved for the righteous. How, then, are we to reconcile 
these two sayings? There are only two ways which occur 
to us, either by saying that this is not strictly true, but only 
a fair speech in order to catch proselytes ; or, if it be strictly 
true, that then “ the pious of the world ” are to have a much 
smaller share in the blessedness to come. In any case the 
spirit is far from charitable or tolerant. It represents God 
as an accepter of persons, saving Israelites simply because they 
are Israelites, and destroying the other nations because they 
are not Israelites. The New Testament representation is very 
different, and far more worthy of “ the Judge of all the earth.” 
It does indeed say, “ He that believeth shall be saved, and he 
that believeth not shall be damned.” But in this very declara- 
tion, we have an impartial rule applied to all mankind. “ He 
that believeth,” of whatsoever nation, kindred, or tongue — Jew 
or Gentile, white or black — “ shall be saved.” “ He that be- 
lieveth not,” whether he be called a Jew or a Christian, 
whether he be a son of Japhet, of Shem, or of Ham, “ shall be 
damned.” The New Testament asserts no monopoly of salva- 
tion for one favoured family. It excludes none because he had 
not the happiness to be descended from a privileged stock. It 
lays down a general and impartial rule to be applied to all the 
children of mem The oral law says, 

: san nbisb pbn crib ht bN-w bn 

“ All Israel has a share in the world to come.” The New 
Testament says, “Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, 
Lord, shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he that docth the 
will of my Father which is in heaven.” (Matt. vii. 21.) The 
oral law says, “ The world to come is laid up for none but the 
righteous, and they are Israel.” The New Testament says, 
“ God is no respecter of persons ; but in every nation he that 
feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him.” 
(Acts x. 34, 35.) Now then we appeal to the good sense of 
eveiy Jew, even of the Talmudists to tell us which of these two. 
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statements is must just, impartial, and worthy of the Just 
Judge ? 

But the reasoning employed in the above extract from the 
oral* law, is as false as the principles which it is intended to 
support, when it says, “As to this that thou seest Israel in 
trouble in this world, their good things are kid up for them, 
for they cannot receive an abundance of good things in this 
world like the nations,” it directly contradicts the law of Moses, 
which everywhere promises an abundance of temporal blessings 
to Israel, if obedient. “ It shall come to pass, if thou shalt 
hearken diligently unto the voice of the Lord thy God, to 
observe and to do all the commandments which I command 
thee this day, that the Lord thy God will set thee on high above 
all nations of the earth, and all these blessings shall come upon 
thee, and overtake thee, if thou shalt hearken unto the voice of 
the Lord thy God. Blessed shalt thou be in the city, and 
blessed shalt thou be in the field. Blessed shall be the fruit of 
thy body, and the fruit of thy ground, and the fruit of thy 
cattle, the increase of thy kine, and the flocks of thy sheep. . . 
.... The Lord shall cause thine enemies that rise up against 
thee to be smitten before thy face ; they shall come out against 
thee one way, and flee before thee seven ways. The Lord shall 
command the blessing upon thee in thy store-houses, and in all 
that thou settest thine hand unto ; and he shall bless thee in 
the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee.” (Deut. 
xxviii. 1 — 8, &c.) Here, then, is temporal blessing in abun- 
dance, promised to obedience ; and the afflictions which have 
come upon Israel are not because of their piety, but because of 
their disobedience. In this case, then, the oral law speaks utter 
falsehood. God has not two ways of dealing with nations, but 
one way. He gives every nation a fair trial, and if they refuse 
to hearken to his voice, he pours out upon them his wrath. 
The rise, and growth, and trial, of a nation is slower, and 
requires more time than the growth and trial of individual men. 
The life of a nation is, so to speak,, longer than the life of a 
man. Centuries are required as the time of a nation’s trial, 
but all history, sacred and profane, testifies the truth of the 
general rule given in the Old Testament, “ Righteousness 
exalteth a nation, but sin is a reproach to any people.” The 
only difference which God makes between Israel and the other 
nations, is with regard to their national existence in this world. 
He has crumbled the mighty empires of Assyria, Babylon, 
Greece, and Rome into dust, but he still preserves the in- 
dependent existence of the family of Abraham, according to his 
covenant ; and when, as a nation, they repent and return to 
him, He will remove the rod of his anger, and give them the 
temporal prosperity which He has promised by the mouth 
of Moses his servant. But this promise of temporal blessing 
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'will not justify any impenitent Jew at the tribunal of God’s 
judgment. The hopes held out by the oral law are utterly fal- 
lacious, and dishonouring to God, inasmuch as he is repre- 
sented as unduly favouring one nation, and unjustly condemn- 
ing all others. 

An advocate of the oral law may, however, find out some 
other way of evading the evident intolerance of the above 
statement, and still insist upon it, that as the Talmud says, 
“ The pious of the nations of the world have a share in the 
World to come,” it is a very tolerant book. We therefore 
proceed to inquire what pains the Babbies have taken to add 
to the number of those who are to be saved. They believe, as 
we are told, that every one, who receives and observes the 
seven commandments of the sons of Noah, will be saved ; they 
believe that all others must be lost ; have they then taken any 
pains to make known this important information to the world ? 
Or, if that was not to be expected during the captivity, did 
they during the days of their power and dominion ? Or, at 
least, did they offer every facility to those Gentiles who might 
come to renounce idolatry, to receive the necessary instruction ? 
Did they command all their disciples to be ready day and 
night to open their doors at the knock of the penitent idolater, 
and by receiving rescue him from everlasting destruction ? 
Not one of all these things. They commanded that, when 
there was no jubilee, such converts should be refused, and 
that if they did not choose to be circumcised and observe the 
whole Mosaic law, they should be left to perish. 

^btz? itoi? baptw "i3 m atuin m sin m 's 
Kbi n: '32 itotojp mison ni? D"i 2 i? tdi?' 
'-ronn sim 'ms I'bnpa nr 'in baa sbi ba 
miBB 'bb ntcin too sip3 na /i . nbirn nmis 

131S20 TO2 bsiO' 13'3'2 TO'Oinb 13b 

]nn tsbs 20 m -13 rbnpn psi . n-iDu rrobna 

: 3ni3 bnvno 

“ What is meant by a sojourning proselyte ? Such an one is 
a Gentile, who has taken upon himself not to commit idolatry, 
together with the remaining commandments given to the sons 
of Noah, but is not circumcised nor baptized. Such an one is 
received, and is of the pious of the nations of the world. And 
why is he called a sojourner ? Because it is lawful for us to 
let him dwell amongst us in the land of Israel, as we have ex- 
plained in the laws concerning idolatry. But a sojourning 
Proselyte is not received when the jubilee cannot be 
observed.” (Hilchoth Issure Biah., e. xiv. 7, 8.) At all other 
times the unfortunate heathen might perish, if they did not 


THE “ PIOUS OF THE NATIONS OF THE WORLD.” 67 

choose to become Jews altogether. Now what will be thought 
of the charity of this law if we add, that there has been no 
jubilee, and consequently no pious amongst the nations for two 
thousand seven hundred years and more ? Yet this is what 
the oral law tells us. 

rwao tans? ti tanan ptsn raw 
bab *vm nntnpi ->»N 227 nibavn iban 

vrp sba? sim . rrbi? rP 227 V ba© )an . ST 227 V 
: pipro C'atsY’ ]bi 2 Nbs 122272 12227 raaawa 

“ Since the time that the tribe of Reuben, and the tribe of Gad 
and the half- tribe of Manasseh were led away captive, the 
jubilees have ceased, for it is said, ‘And ye shall proclaim 
liberty throughout the land unto all the inhabitants thereof ’ 
(Lev. xxv. 10) ; that means, when all its inhabitants are upon 
it, and, moreover, Avhen the tribes are not mixed one with an- 
other, but all dwelling according as they were appointed.” 
(Hilchoth Shemitah, c. x. 8.) We have the account of this 
captivity in the following words, “In those days the Lord began 
to cut Israel short : and Hazael smote them in all the coasts of 
Israel : from Jordan eastward, all the land of Gilead, the Gadites, 
and the Reubenites, and the Manassites.” (2 Kings x. 32, 33.) 
That was, according to the common chronology about 884 years 
before the Christian era. If to this we add 1836, we have 2720 
years since the time that there could be a jubilee, and con- 
sequently 2720 years since any Gentiles were converted from 
the errors of idolatry to the religion of the sons of Noah. What 
is it then but solemn mockery, in any one acquainted with the 
oral law, to tell us that the Talmud is tolerant, and admits 
“ that the pious of the nations of the world may be saved ; ” 
when according to that same book seven-and- twenty centuries 
have elapsed, since any such converts were received ? We 
believe that those who make this defence are unacquainted 
with the principles of the system which they undertake to de- 
fend. The truth is, that the authors of the oral law, finding 
that they could not altogether deny salvation to the pious of 
other nations, were determined not to add to their number, and 
therefore limited the possibility of this mode of conversion to 
times that had elapsed long before they were born. But in 
their own times they would not receive any one who was not 
willing to be circumcised and to receive the whole law. And 
hence we see how exactly the New Testament represents the 
state of the case, when Christianity was first propagated 
amongst the Gentiles, and free salvation was proclaimed to all 
who believed, without becoming Jewish proselytes. The 
Rabbinists opposed with all their might. “ And certain men 
which came down from Judea taught the brethren and said, 
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Except ye be circumcised after the manner of Moses, ye cannot 
be saved. ” And again, “ There rose up certain of the sect of 
the Pharisees which believed, saying that it was needful to 
circumcise them, and to command them to keep the law of 
Moses.” (Acts xv. 1 — 5.) There was no year of jubilee, and 
therefore renunciation of idolatry was not sufficient in the eyes 
of these traditionists, who believed that at such a time there 
was no salvation except for those who observed the whole law. 
But how is it now ? If a Gentile should desire now to become 
one of the piohs of the nations, could the Jews receive him? 
According to the above general principles, certainly not. The 
tribes are still scattered and mixed up together. The land has 
not got “ all its inhabitants.” There can be no jubilee, and 
therefore those that wish to be saved, must, according to the 
oral law, turn Jews, or take their chance of living to a year of 
jubilee. But we are not necessitated to argue from the prin- 
ciples. The thing is expressly laid down in the oral law. After 
explaining, as we have quoted above, who are the pious of the 
world, and that when the jubilee is possible, is the only time 
for receiving them, it adds — 

nbis rmnn bn vbs? bnp iV-s nm ]an bns 
: inis I'bDpft inn pnpia yvi 

“ But in the present time, though a man should be willing 
to take upon him the whole law, with the exception of only one 
of its least requirements, he is not to be received.” Now then 
what becomes of the boasted toleration of the Talmud ? It says, 
that “ the pious of the nations of the world may be saved.” But 
it says, first, that such converts can only be received when the 
jubilee can be celebrated. It says, secondly, that this only 
opportunity has not occurred for the last 2,700 years; and, 
lastly, it positively forbids the Jews in the present time to give 
the Gentiles a chance of salvation, unless they are willing to 
receive the whole law. What use is it then to talk of the pious, 
of the world, or to say that people of other religions may be 
saved ? According to the Talmud, there are no pious ot the 
nations, unless perchance there may be some descendants of 
those who were received 2,700 years ago. But all history that 
we have ever seen is silent on the subject. We do not know 
of a single congregation of Noahites in the whole world. The 
forefathers of the Christians were not received during the usage 
of jubilee. They were idolaters received against the wishes of 
the Babbinists. The Britons and the Saxons were converted 
to Christianity long after the final dispersion of the Jews, that 
is, at a time when, according to the Talmud, it was unlawful to 
add to the pious amongst the nations. Neither were they 
received according to the Talmudic condition, in the presence of 
three learned Jews. 
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: o'-on nffi-bc? •osn I'br bnpb -p-isi 

“ And it is necessary for such an one to take the seven com- 
mandments on him in the presence of three learned men, 
who are qualified to be Itabbies.” (Hilchoth Melachim, 
c. viii. 10.) According to the oral law, then, there are no 
such persons now existing as “ the pious of the nations of the 
world.” It is, therefore, idle to talk of the liberality with 
which they w T ould be treated, were they forthcoming. Thus 
the only appearance of an argument in favour of the Talmud 
vanishes into thin air, and mocks our grasp, as soon as we 
endeavour to lay hold of it. Those who caught at this 
phantom of charity, no doubt meant it sincerely. They 
thought that the oral law was misrepresented. They were 
told that it w r as charitable, and they therefore nobly came 
forward in its defence. If they had known its true principles, 
they would have renounced them. Their advocacy went 
on a false supposition. But now that we have set forth 
the true bearings of the case, and given them chapter and 
verse to which they may refer, and convince themselves, 
we call upon them to do so: and then, as they hate in- 
tolerance, to join with us in protesting against it, even though 
it should be found in that system, which hitherto they have 
believed, on the testimony of others, to be Divine. At the 
same time we would seriously ask of them to compare this 
system, which has been for more than 1,700 years the religion 
of the majority of the Jewish nation, with the system laid 
down in the New Testament, and to decide which is most 
agreeable to the character of God, as revealed in the law 
and the prophets, and most beneficial to the world. The 
oral law says, that God has commanded the heathen to be 
left for 2,700 years without the means of instruction, and 
that when the days of Israel’s prosperity come, the nations 
are to be converted by force ; but that even then, they will 
not be raised to the rank of brethren, but only be sojourning 
proselytes. The oral law looks forward to no reunion of all 
the sons of Adam into one happy family. The New Testa- 
ment has, on the contrary, commanded its disciples to afford 
the means of instruction “ to every creature.” It speaks to 
us Gentiles, wiio were once regarded as poor outcasts, in 
the language of love, and says, “ Now, therefore, ye are no 
more strangers and foreigners, but fellow-citizens with the 
saints, and of the household of God.” (Ephes. ii. 19.) It 
takes nothing from you. It asserts your privileges as the 
peculiar people of God ; but it. reveals that great, and to us, 
most comfortable truth, “ That the Gentiles should be fellow- 
heirs, and of the same body;” and it promises a happy time, 
when there shall be one fold and one Shepherd. It does, 
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indeed, tell us not to forget what we once were, “ aliens from 
the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers from the 
covenant of promise, having no hope, and without God 
in the world.” (Eph. ii. 12.) It reminds us that the olive- 
tree is Jewish, and that you are the natural branches, and 
warns us against all boasting. (Rom. xi. 16 — 24.) And we 
desire to remember these admonitions, and to acknowledge 
■with thankfulness, that all that we have received, is derived 
from the Jewish nation. We ask you not to compare the 
oral law with any Gentile speculations, or systems, or inven- 
tions, but with doctrines essentially and entirely Jewish. 
Christianity has effected great and glorious changes in the 
world, but we take not the glory to ourselves. We give it 
to God, who is the author of all good, and under Him, to the 
people of Israel. We ask you, then, to compare these two 
Jewish systems, Rabbinism, which has done no good to the 
Gentiles, and perpetuated much error amongst the Jews ; and 
Christianity, which has diffused over the world the knowledge 
of the one true God — disseminated the writings of Moses and 
the prophets, and increased the happiness of a large portion of 
mankind. The comparison may require time, and ought to 
be conducted with calmness and seriousness. But wo think 
that, even without instituting that comparison, you must 
acknowledge that the principles of the oral law, discussed 
in this paper, are contrary to the law of Moses ; and that, 
therefore, a decided and solemn protest against these Rabbi- 
nical additions, is an immediate and imperative duty. 


No. X. 

RABBINIC WASHING OF HANDS. 

There are various marks by which a religion of man’s 
making may be detected. It is usually intolerant, superstitious, 
and voluminous. It limits the love of God to a particular class. 
It exalts ceremonial observances above the worship of the 
heart ; and so multiplies its laws and definitions, as to put the 
knowledge of it beyond the reach of any but the learned. 
Any one of these marks would go far towards shaking the 
claims of a religious system. For instance, if it lay down as 
religious duties so many and such subtle laws, as it is impos- 
sible for the unlearned to attain a knowledge of, it is plainly 
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the invention of the learned, who have thought only of them- 
selves, and have not that tender regard and consideration for 
the ignorant, which the Creator has. His religion must he for 
all, the poor as well as the rich, and the ignorant as well as 
the wise of this world. We fear that the oral law of the 
Rabbies will not stand any one of these tests : it is, at all 
events, a religion for the learned, and the learned only. There 
is scarcely one of its commandments that is not so encumbered 
with distinctions and definitions, as to make the right 
interpretation of it the sole property of the educated. Take, 
for example, one of the first and most frequent of the com- 
mandments, in the Rabbinist’s daily practice, a'T jYT’tM 
(the washing of hands.) The command appears very simple. 
It says — 

: trT nb'taa bs TC'i vt vrrv' 

“ Let him wash his hands, and pronounce the benediction for 
the washing of hands.” (Orach Chaiim., § 4.) But out of 
this short command arise endless distinctions, according to 
which the act performed is regarded as a valid or invalid 
fulfilment of the command. 

. cv-m njmsa nmnb -pi” vt bta'cn br 
iis't53i ct nb'ttab , | , b , ' DS vjt sbu? pss tvca 
vjt® •'bam . c'r >nw bab wm inn jtjt® 
1'sn n^an vrv® b&rni . 'baa 'i'bta'12® even 

: ^rra naa 

“ Every one who washes his hands must attend to four things. 
1st, To the water, that it be not unlawful for the washing of 
hands. 2d, To the measure, that there be a quartern for the 
two hands. 3d, To the vessel, that the water, wherewith the 
washing is performed, be in a vessel. 4th, To the washer, 
that the water eome with force from him that pours.” 
(Hilchoth Berachoth, vi. 6.) Each of these four limitations 
requires new explanations and definitions of its own, as for 
example, there are four things that make water unlawful for 
the washing of hands ; one of these is, if any work be done 
with it. This necessarily requires fresh definitions of what is 
and is not work. Then come the directions as to how far the 
washing is to reach, the position of the hands, whether they 
are to be held up or down, the drying of the hands. A 
perfect and accurate knowledge of all these conditions can be 
attained only by the learned. And after all the care which 
these things require, the Israelite may after all fall short of 
Talmudic requirement, for there is still another condition, that 
involves another host of Rabbinic definitions, the non- 
observance of which will invalidate the merit of his washing. 
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: nm D'-pn y^n nVatsn y^nn b:> 

“ Every thing that is an impediment in baptism is an impedi- 
ment in washing of hands.” (Hilchoth Mikvaoth, xi. 2.) 
This, of course, leads to a new inquiry, what constitutes an 
impediment. 

-tbsi • pyb yinty Hibab . msa pyrin ibs 
n'tnni . man ^2 byt» anvr mm . mnb pnty 
ts'ta is par . nan byty nsis . n'byo? 

. ]vn mm *pan bvio pbiabam . pisan nnntr 

: "idi anav'n rai 

“ These are the impediments in human beings. The film that 
is outside the eye. The incrustation outside a wound. Dry 
blood that is on a wound. The plaster that is on it. Filth 
upon the flesh. The impurity or dirt under the nails. Dirt 
upon the body, mud, potter’s clay, &c.” (Ibid., c. ii. 1.) 
Every one of these can give rise to endless questions in 
casuistry, which are evidently beyond the powers of the 
unlearned, and must draw him, if he be a conscientious man, to 
the Rabbi to solicit his advice. Thus, one of the very first 
commandments with which the Jew begins the day, requires 
for its accurate fulfilment a degree of knowledge which is far 
beyond the attainment of the multitude. This one command- 
ment involves scores of others. Nay, we doubt not that an 
accurate Talmudist might make 613 constitutions out of this 
one alone; and we appeal to the conscience of the great 
majority of Jews in London to decide whether they possess the 
knowledge here required, and consequently whether it is 
possible for them to keep this one commandment. If they 
transgress any one of these Rabbinic distinctions, their hands 
are not washed, and consequently they are unfit for prayer. 
But this is not a command for the morning only. It must be 
repeated through the day. 

-p-T2 simian vby pynaty nsn byisrr by 
r® flinty 'D by F)Si . rpai nbnn o'T nb'aa 
inb y-tv irsi mybyiba vt pst» 's by pbm 
-im by pi . vt via? bia'ty ly bys' Nb nsaia 
: nbnn c'T nb^aa -pns npt&aa ibiraty 

* Every one who eats that sort of bread, for which the benedic- 
tion is, ‘Blessed art thou, O Lord our God, King of the 
universe ! who bringeth forth bread from the earth,’ * is bound 
to wash his hands at the beginning and end. And although 
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the bread be common, and although his hands have not been 
defiled, and he is not aware of any uneleanness upon them, he 
is not to eat until he wash both his hands. And thus, also, 
with regard to anything that is dipped in fluid, the washing of 
hands is necessary at the beginning.” (Hilchoth Berachoth, 
vi. 1.) Here, again, it is necessary to know the different sorts 
of bread, and the compounds that may be made with the 
different sorts of flour, and the various forms of benediction, 
and out of these again may arise as many doubts and questions 
as out of the former, for the solution of which learning, 
acuteness, and practice are required; and the want of these 
may lead to transgression, and, according to the Babbies, to 
most fatal consequences. For instance, neglect of this com- 
mand after the meal may cause blindness. 

nannsa d't nb'iaa T"-' is nbantp na ba 
nbaa isaatp nba is rvarto nbn in e?' watp 
]'n"n nr asa . saD'i i'Ti bi? vt *vns'i n'ano 
nanani . nban 'ana mira bn rpaa an' bia'b 
□'nits ana; 'ana . nbnna c'T nb'asa D'naa 
: nanan 'ana nannsn ]’n"m nanban 

“ All bread that has salt in it requires washing of hands after 
it ; lest perhaps it might be the salt of Sodom, or salt of the 
same nature, and a man might pass his hand over his eyes and 
become blind. On this account all are bound to wash their 
hands at the end of every meal, because of the salt. But in a 
camp they arc exempt from washing at the beginning, because 
they are oppressed with the fatigues of war, and are bound to 
wash after meal on account of the danger.” (Ibid., 3.) Suppose, 
then, that a poor ignorant man, with the best intention in the 
world, set about this washing, and made a mistake with regard 
to the water, or the vessel, or the pouring, or the position 
of his hands ; or suppose that a soldier, in the hurry of a camp, 
were to make this mistake, or omit the w ashing altogether, and 
then have the ill luck to put his hands to his eyes, according to 
the oral law, blindness would be the consequence. Any neglect 
or defect in the morning ablution would be more fatal still. 

nsn nn» aca c'aas o p'ba nro b mpi" 
mj'2? tv mo m'si nVaa cup D'-rn bs mic? 
rana saab -p-ia p bin . c'aus tc'ba? irrbj? 

. aa'rbi . aatsbi . cainbi . nsb nb'a:n anp rra 
: nn'bs mia? ran nna '320 

“ A man must be very careful in pouring water on his hands 
three times for an evil spirit rests upon the hands before 
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washing, and does not depart until water be poured on them 
three times. Therefore it is necessary, before washing, to 
abstain from touching the hand to the mouth, and the nose, and 
the ears, and the eyes, because an evil spirit rests upon them.” 
(Orach Chaiim., § 4.) 

Now, is this the religion of the God of love, and mercy, and 
justice ? Is it at all like Him to give laws so subtle and 
multifarious in their distinctions, that it is next to impossible 
for the unlearned man to obey them aright, and then to attach 
to this non-observance such calamitous consequences ? If it be 
replied that the punishment is visited only on those who 
transgress wilfully, then there are thousands of Jews, perhaps 
in this very city, who live in the habitual and wilful omission 
of this precept, and who have the use of their eyes, just as well 
as the strictest Rabbinist. This fact, which no one will dispute, 
proves beyond doubt, that the oral law has spoken falsehood, 
and therefore throws utter discredit upon its testimony respect- 
ing the tradition of the commandment itself. It is confessedly 
not a commandment from God, but from the scribes. 

: onaiD nma inVaai d't nVaats 'd-in'o 

“ We have explained long ago, that the washing and bathing of 
the hands are derived from the words of the scribes.” (Hilchoth 
Mikvaoth, xi. 1.) That they had no Divine authority for the 
command is evident from the subtilty and superstition of its 
ordinances ; for we presume that few will question the supersti- 
tion of the threat of blindness to the disobedient, or of the fable 
of the evil spirit resting upon the hands. One such command, 
then, will go far to discredit the whole story of an oral law, 
and to invalidate the character of its witnesses. They were 
evidently superstitious men, no w r ay elevated above the vulgar 
prejudices of the times, not at all scrupulous in adding to the 
law of God, and evidently aiming at a complete domination 
over the consciences of their followers. It is hardly possible to 
believe that they w r ere not aware of the necessary result of the 
system, the complete subjugation of the consciences of the 
midtitude. The mass of mankind has no leisure for the study 
of juristic distinctions, they must, therefore, if they believe such 
to be Divine, cast themselves upon the mercy of the learned, 
and there can be no doubt that those who have the keys of 
salvation, will also possess no small degree of influence and 
powder in this w r orld. But, whatever w r as the motive, there can 
be no doubt about the severity wdth which the Rabbies en- 
forced this command. They exacted even from the poor un- 
fortunate, whom circumstances left only enough water to slake 
his thirst, that he should sacrifice a part of it to this Rabbinical 
purification. 
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VT brsia rp'na? pa sbs c'» ib ib'QN 

: lmpn nman bais rmsi pi'pro 

“ Though he should only have enough water to drink, he is to 
wash his hands with a part of it, and then to eat, and to drink 
the remainder.” (Hilchoth Berachoth, vi. 19.) And not con- 
tent with this harsh requirement, they sentence the despiser of 
their commands to excommunication. 

cnb^a bibian b=D c>t rib^n -inrb "pisi 

: mid n'Ti 

“ It is necessary to he very careful in washing of hands, for 
every one who despises the washing of hands is guilty of ex- 
communication.” (Orach Chaiim., § 158.) And this same hook 
confirms this decision by a case which actually occurred of a 
man thus excommunicated, and who dying in his excom- 
munication had the usual indignities offered to his corpse. 

nVi2D2 pspsti? -isn p -nj?bs ns na ns 
br nbvu ps irrom n'2 inbe? natzoi on' 
/va vnra nsi mnnnn bzw -pnbb lans 

: 13 ns ns V'bpio 

“ Whom did they excommunicate ? Eleazar hen Chatzar, who 
despised the washing of hands ; and when he was dead, the tri- 
bunal sent, and had a great stone laid on his coffin, to teach thee 
that of every one who is excommunicated and dies in his ex- 
communication, the coffin is stoned by the tribunal.” (Talmud, 
Berachoth, fol. 19, col. 1.) When they had the power they 
employed it to the full, and now that they have it not, the oral 
law still threatens poverty and extirpation to every transgressor 

-iasi : mas ? 'Tb sa n'T nb'DDS btbtan ba 
a>T nb'aDa bibian ba nabs ~i aas Mpm m 

: nbian p -ipp 

“ Every one who despises washing of hands sinks into poverty. 
R. Zerika says, in the name of R. Eliezer, Every one that 
despises the washing of hands is rooted out of the world.” 
(Orach Chaiim., ibid.) Such is the toleration of the oral law 
towards Jews, accused of no breach of God’s commandment, 
convicted of no denial of God’s Word, guilty of no crime. And 
yet these same men, who are strict even to persecution about 
one of their own institutions, allow that which they consider 
the Word of God to be transgressed with impunity, if it be ex- 
pedient. They assert their belief, that the law of Moses forbids 
the Jews to have clothing, like that of the Gentiles, to shave or 
to wear their hair like the other nations, and yet they say the 
E 2 
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transgression of this Divine command is lawful under the 
following circumstances : — 

usb at&'b -pun mrjbnb nnp mnc? bN-ito' 
nT nn nnb nnr sbt» >ab ■'saa lb. rrm cmbba 
Tvo vaa laas nbabi ^rrsmban tznnbb -imo 

: V'tsu? ini27 

“ An Israelite who is near to Royalty, and is obliged to sit 
before Gentile kings, and for whom it would be disgraceful not 
to be like them, is allowed to dress and to shave as they do.” 
(Hilchoth Accum., xi. 3.) But it is not to be wondered at, that 
those should lightly esteem the Word of God, who are capable 
of confounding the guilt of transgressing a mere human ceremony 
with the guilt of transgressing a Divine command. The Talmud 
makes the sin of neglecting this command as great as that of 
gross immorality. 

bi? wa ibto d , T' nb'taa «bn cnb bsisn bn 

: '131 n:n nc?s 

u Every one who eats bread without washing of hands, is as 
guilty as if he had committed fornication.” (Sotah, fol. iv., 
col. 2.) 

The sum of all that has been said is, that the scribes and 
Pharisees added a commandment not given by Moses, that they 
so refined upon the conditions of its fulfilment as to make it 
almost impossible for the unlearned not to transgress it, and yet 
denounced such heavy penalties upon the transgressor as to 
make it an intolerable burden to the conscientious ; that when 
they had the power, they persecuted all that refused obedience, 
and did not scruple to pronounce the guilt of transgression as 
great as that of breaking one of the moral commandments. 
They have presented as the religion of Moses a system which 
is voluminous, superstitious, and intolerant; difficult to the 
comprehension of the unlearned, terrific to them consciences, 
and cruel to their persons. But when the poor were ground 
down and oppressed under this weight of superstition and 
tyranny, God sent them a deliverer in Jesus of Nazareth, who 
asserted the revealed truth of God, and protested against this 
mental bondage. “ Then came together unto him the Pharisees, 
and certain of the scribes which came from Jerusalem. And 
when they saw some of his disciples eat bread with defiled 
(that is to say, with unwashen) hands they found fault. . . . 
He answered and said unto them, Well hath Esaias prophesied 
of you hypocrites, as it is written, This people honoureth me 
with their lips, but their heart is far from me. Howbeit in 
vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the command- 
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ments of men And when he had called all the people 

unto him, he said unto them, Hearken unto me every one of 
you and understand : there is nothing from without a man that, 
entering into him, can defile him : hut the things which come 

out of him, those are they that defile him For from 

within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, 
fornications, murders, thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit, 
lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness : all 
these things come from within, and defile the man.” (Mark 
vii. 1 — 23.) Here the Lord Jesus asserts what is alike the 
truth of God, and agreeable to the dictates of sound sense. So 
Samuel said in the Old Testament. 

: aaVb nw-p mm D'rsb ns-r man 

“ Man looketh on the outward appearance, but God looketh on 
the heart.” (1 Sam. xvi. 7.) But the scribes and Pharisees 
treated the Lord Jesus in the spirit of the laws which we have 
adduced above. They persecuted him unto death, and to the 
death He willingly went a martyr for the truth, and a sacrifice 
for the sin of the world. The authors of the oral law had but a 
short triumph. He rose from the dead, and his doctrine spread 
through the world, and everywhere announced freedom from 
the bondage of superstition as well as a hope of everlasting life. 
And the Jewish nation is at this hour enjoying the fruits 
of His death and doctrine in their liberty from Rabbinic 
domination. Many of you now hold some of those principles, 
the assertion of which was the cause of His death. You believe 
that moral duties are far beyond ceremonial observances. You 
believe, many of you, that to eat with unwashen hands is no 
sin, and have given up the practice. You transgress this 
commandment of the scribes, and yet you are not excom- 
municated nor persecuted. For all this you are indebted to 
Jesus of Nazareth. If the oral law had triumphed, and the 
doctrine of Jesus been silenced, you would still be living the 
victims of superstition or persecution. You would have been 
afraid of being struck with blindness, or haunted with an evil 
spirit, or even of being rooted out of the world. If a ray of 
Divine light had visited your understanding, and you had 
protested against these traditions, you would have had to feel 
the weight of Rabbinical persecution, like Jesus of Nazareth. 
You would have been excommunicated like Eleazar, and if God 
had given you strength to remain faithful, would have died 
excommunicated, and have had a stone upon your coffin. How 
is it that now you are free, that you can think and act without 
any such fear ? Is it because the Talmud has altered ? No, it is 
just what it was. The conscientious believers in the Talmud 
arc just the same as their fathers, and as conscientious men, if 
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they had the power, they would think it their bounden duty to 
treat you, as their predecessors treated Eleazar. But the 
doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth delivers you ; and the followers 
of Jesus of Nazareth are your protectors against the rigour of 
the oral law, and the intolerance of your brethren. Should not 
this fact, then, lead you to examine into the claims of that same 
Nazarene ? How is it that if the principles of Jesus of Nazareth 
should ever become universal, the world will be universally 
happy ; whereas if the principles of those who rejected him 
become universal, the whole world will groan under superstition 
and cruelty ? What stronger testimony can there be to the 
justice of his claims, and the injustice of his condemnation? 
Examine, then, into the other evidence, and in the meanwhile 
protest against the principles of the Talmud, and endeavour to 
deliver your brethren. There are multitudes of Jews who still 
groan under the superstitious laws respecting the washing of 
hands. In the book of daily prayer published here in London, 
the ordinance of washing of hands is acknowledged as Divine. 
On the 151st leaf, col. 2, you will find the following bless- 
ing 

"uanp *ie»h nbiyn “jba la'i-tbs n nns -prn 
*. n-'T by msi vmsaa 

“ Blessed art thou, O Lord our God ! King of the universe ! who 
hath sanctified us with his commandments, and commanded us 
to cleanse our hands.” Now this is a positive untruth ; God 
has not given the commandment respecting the washing of 
hands. And yet here your prayer-book solemnly tells him 
that he has. And this prayer-book has also put a rubric 
to this benediction, “ When the children wash their hands in 
the morning, they are taught to say the following blessing.” 
From which it appears that the Jewish children in England 
are still taught to acknowledge the Divine authority of the 
Talmud, for the only way in which that benediction can be 
defended, is by saying that the oral law is Divine, and that its 
commandments were given by God. It is therefore a holy and 
imperative duty on all those Israelites who reject Talmudic 
superstition and intolerance to have this benediction erased from 
their prayer-book, and to preserve the children from the in- 
fection of that law which persecutes the living and insults the 
dead. 
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No. XL 

RABBINIC ARTIFICES RESPECTING LEAYEN AT THE PASSOVER. 

One of the many bright features in the national character of 
Israel is the devoted constancy, with which they have, in the 
most troublous times and under the most disastrous circum- 
stances, celebrated the anniversary of their first great national 
deliverance. More than three thousand years have now rolled 
away since Israel’s God heard the cries of the first-born in 
Egypt* and by slaying the first-born of their enemies, effected 
their salvation with a mighty hand and an outstretched arm. 
And yet the memory of that great event is still fresh in the 
hearts of the nation, and the children of Israel, wherever 
scattered, in the wilds of Poland, the coasts of Africa, or the 
torrid regions of India, as well as amongst ourselves, are now 
making consentaneous preparation for the approaching festival. 
Such constancy and such devotion bespeak minds of no ordinary 
mould, and naturally lead us to ask, how is it that the Lord 
does not now hear Israel’s cries and prayers, which ascend 
from every region under heaven, and restore them to that place 
in His dispensations and that rank amongst the sons of men, 
which his Word assigns to them? A Christian would give 
the answer suggested by the New Testament, but we waive 
that at present. The oral law gives a reply the same in 
substance. It tells us that the mass of the nation has obscured 
the light of Divine revelation by the admixture of human 
inventions, that, therefore, a restoration would only be the 
establishment of error, and is consequently impossible. We 
have already given some proofs of this assertion, the Rabbinical 
laws relating to the Passover furnish us with many more, and 
to these the season of the year now naturally refers us. 

Amongst the first directions relating to the Passover, the 
Word of God gives this plain command, “ Even the first day 
shall ye put away leaven out of your houses.” (Exod. xii. lo.) 
This is intelligible to the most illiterate, and easy to be obeyed, 
but the Rabbies have superadded a mass of explanations and 
observances, which tend only to perplex and to burden the 
conscience. In the first place they are not satisfied with the 
honest endeavour of an Israelite to obey the command of God, 
unless he does it according to the form and manner which they 
prescribe. 

s"n rrnrc miasn it nratrn s'n nai 
lmura rsa? mba a'cni -®i?3 inis mt&m mbs 
sin nn imtznnD yon bstri . bbn yen 
: bbs t*c 12 ysu? -mn 
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“ What is meant by the putting away (of leaven) mentioned in 
the law? It is this, that a man annul it in his heart, and 
eount it as dust, and intend in Iris heart to have no leaven 
whatever in his possession, and that all the leaven in his 
possession shall be as dust, and of no necessity whatever/' 
(Hilehoth Chometz Umatzah, e. ii. 2.) Here, then, they 
require a formal intention, but they have also prepared a form 
of words in which to clothe it. 

sbn n'n'Dm wiann kd-ki NS'am s-ran bn 
s-onn >inbi btanb nvnsa sb-n n'msai rprran 

: 

" All manner of leaven that is in my possession, which I have 
seen, and which I have not seen ; which I have removed, and 
which I have not removed, shall be null, and accounted as the 
dust of the earth.” (Levi's Prayers for the Passover, fol. 2, 
col. 1.) And to this form a rubric is added, “ If the master is 
not at home, he annuls the leaven wherever he is.” Now this 
may at first sight appear as a very innocent ceremony, but God 
warns us against all additions to His Word and command- 
ments. It is in itself presumptuous, and as connected with the 
Rabbinical doctrine of merit, must have an injurious tendency 
upon the minds of the multitude. They will argue that by 
observing this form, they have fulfilled a commandment, and 
that consequently there is an additional sum of merit to be put 
to the credit side of their account, as a set off against their 
transgressions. And on the other hand, if they forget to go 
through this form at the right hour, and afterwards any leaven 
be found in their houses, the Rabbies bring them in guilty of 
transgressing two negative commandments, which they say is 
a more heinous offence than disobeying the affirmative pre- 
cepts. 

rrn?27 tomm ww onp ban sb ck -p'eb 
mba rrm vb» iron rrnt» yen ssa nbaabt 
bn -an m '-in van sbi -iin-nn rann innnn 
: ban sbi -an sb '-inn? snn' sbi ns-p sb 

“ Therefore, if a man does not annul (the leaven) before the 
sixth hour, and afterwards from the sixth hour and onwards 
should find leaven, which was on his mind and in his heart, 
but he forgot it at the hour of removal, and did not remove it ; 
Behold, such an one has transgressed the command, * It shall 
not be seen with thee' (Exod. xiii. 7), and also the command, 
It shall not be found in your houses 9 (Exod. xii. 19), for he 
neither removed it nor annulled it.” (Hilehoth Chometz, c. 
iii. 8.) Now, can you believe that this decision is from God who 
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searcheth the heart P Can you believe that a man who had it 
in his mind and heart to remove a piece of leaven according; to 
God’s eommandment, but whilst removing the rest forgot this 
one piece, is to he brought in guilty, simply because he did not 
observe a mere form, which God has nowhere commanded ? 
Or that he would not have been guilty, if he had repeated 
some half dozen words prescribed by men, sinners like himself? 
Very different is the declaration of God himself, rPH 1C7S , 
C37 “Because it was in thine heart” (1 Kings viii. 18) : 
he accepted the intention, and gave it the blessing of obedience. 
The Rabbinic decision is, therefore, not of God, and goes far 
towards overthrowing the claims of the whole oral law. But 
the Rabbies were not satisfied with this invention of bliDD 
y>2r\ annulling the leaven, they have imposed upon the con- 
sciences of their followers another observance, utterly unknown 
to Moses, and that is D|TT2> the searching for leaven. 

□'aaian nss anp p' 3 a -itaa naaasb -ns 
. ■'Ti-rn mw» bto -on -nsb yarn ns ppma 
biasb sbi nasba oita mtasb nos isat jnarurai 

: mabb sbi 

“ On the evening before the 14th of Nisan, before the coming 
out of the stars, they are to search for the leaven by the light 
of a single wax taper : and when the time draws near, it is un- 
lawful to do any work, or to eat, or to study.” (Passover 
Prayers, fol. 1, col. 2.) For this command there is evidently- 
no foundation in the law of Moses. It is confessedly 
O'HQ'O of the 'words of the Scribes, and yet the most minute 
directions are given, and the greatest attention required, as if it 
had been from God himself, and various cases supposed where 
a second search is necessary, as for instance : — 

np'-n -tns vdo yam mob 03330? -oaa ns-i ns 
pn'a saao? '3 ba ^s rrot» ooa pnob -pm 
nan nms bas -oa p-iais ps man aaaso 
nnan sac; pt»ann sbs inn'sn nni m aipao 
mn -p'ab-i rn ctz? porvan ibsi pbm is -nno 
rran ba pro nt '-in mba saa sb cas . pTiai 
-pan ps Daaa-i aaaan ba 3 » nan nms saa esi 

: np'ia 

“ If, after the search, he see a mouse come into the house with 
leaven in his mouth, it is necessary to search a second time. 
And although he should find the crumbs about the house, he is 
not to say, the mouse has eaten the bread long since, and these (< 
are the crumbs, but, on the contrary, he must fear lest it should 
E 3 
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have left the leaven in a hole or a window, and these crumbs 
were, there before ; he must therefore search again. If he find 
nothing, then he must search the whole house ; but if he find 
the bread with whieh the mouse went off, then no further seareh 
is necessary.” Another case of equal importance, and more 
ingenuity, is the following : — 

C££7D *13317 K33 VQ3 *1331 n'3 b *1333 D333 

rnnsn sin D333ty yitw-in sin cnais rQ3 3331 
mnt£7 D23337 ^Dsm rrn . pnsb *p32 is^si si^ty 
I'SS *1331 *1333 D333 . pi33b ~p*13 pb NITty nil 

nss' . pi*t 3 b “pns n '33 *1331 mbin ctyo nssn 
pnsb *i'>-i3? 13 's n '23 3331 33331 mbin ntya 
: 3333n ,| D3 rpnty sin 333n mty 

“If a mouse enter a house with bread in his mouth, and a 
mouse also go out of the same house with bread in his mouth, 
one may conclude that this is one and the self-same mouse, and 
it is not necessary to search. But if the former that entered 
was black, and the latter that went out white, a seareh is 
necessary. If a mouse went in with bread in his mouth, and a 
weasel come out with bread in her mouth, it is necessary to 
search. If a mouse and a weasel both go out, and bread in the 
weasel’s mouth, there is no search required, for this is the 
identical bread that had been before in the mouse’s mouth.” 
(Hilchoth Chometz, c. ii.) We do not mean to say that this 
sort of wisdom was never found in Christians. We are well 
aware that the scholastic divines display much of the same 
perverse ingenuity, and the achievements of mice have figured 
in Gentile theology too, but we have renounced that whole 
system as eontrary to the Word of God. You still adhere to 
tne theology of the Scribes, and are now about to keep a solemn 
festival according to their ordinances. And yet you see how 
poor their view of true piety, and how perverse the application 
of their time and their ingenuity. The most unlearned Israelite 
who has read the law of Moses in its simple dignity, will know 
very well that when God commanded the Israelites to remove 
leaven from their houses, he did not mean that they should go 
and rummage out the mouse-holes, or spend their time looking 
after mice and weasels. If, instead of the oral law, you had 
read this in the New Testament, would you not have taken it 
as complete evidence against the claims of that book ? and if 
St. Paul or St. Peter had given such commands to the Gentile 
converts, would you not have said, these men were either fools 
or knaves P But in the New Testament nothing like it is to be 
found. The precepts there given, and the instruction there 
conveyed, is all of a noble and dignified character, whilst the 
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trifling and the folly still exist in the oral law handed down by 
those who rejected Jesus of Nazareth. If the testimony of 
men at all depends upon the wisdom of him who gives it, the 
testimony of the Scribes is not worth much. But the trifling 
is exceeded by the presumption. These men have said, as w r e 
have quoted above from your prayer-book, “ that when the time 
for the search draws near, it is unlawful to do any w ork, or to 
eat, or to study;” so that the poor man is to give up his lawful 
business, the hungry man to abstain from his lawful food, and 
all to neglect even the reading of God’s holy Word, in order to 
go and search into holes and corners, for that w hich they know 
is not to be found, or to find that which w T as laid iu their way 
intentionally and for that very purpose. We ask you can tins 
be from God, or, are the men who make the reading of God’s 
Word give way to this ceremony, to be depended upon as 
teachers of the true religion ? 

But the oral law not only adds human inventions, but lays 
down principles w r hich involve considerable difficulties, the 
solution of v T hich requires no small share of ingenuity. For 
instance — 

: obwb nsanc -res neen vbs "icstp ^cn 

“ It is for ever unlawful to have any profit from leaven, that 
has existed during the season of the Passover.” This is under- 
stood of leaven belonging to Israelites, and according to this 
all Israelites are obliged to sell, or give away, or lose all the 
leaven which they may have at the commencement of Passover, 
and of course, if they have much, the loss w T ould be very 
serious. But the Babbies w T ho have made the difficulty, have 
also found various w T ays of evading it. One is by pledging 
the leaven with a certain form of words — 

cm ib -ich. cm ''nn bes iscn ■pmnD b sic?' 1 
Vcn nap 'mbs nv un ]mc» mj?c -jb "risen sb 
nnia venn vtim'i nan mcne nt m vt&Dsa nr 

: neen msb 

“ An Israelite w ho has pawned his leaven to a Gentile, if he 
says to him, in case I do not bring thee the money from this 
time to a certain day, you have purchased this leaven from the 
present time ; then this leaven is considered as in the possession 
of the Gentile, and it is lawful after the Passover.” (Hilchoth 
Chometz, c. iv.) If, therefore, an Israelite, who has a large 
quantity of leaven, wishes to keep the commandment of 
removing all leaven from his possession, and at the same time 
to be able to resume the possession after the Passover ; and to 
have the worldly gain too, as well the spiritual profit, he has 
nothing to do but to pawn it with this form of words, Now 
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we ask every J ew of common sense, whether this be not a mere 
trick, an attempt to cheat one’s own conscience, an unworthy 
artifice to serve God, and yet to avoid the loss which would 
result from a simple observance of the command ? It is plain 
that a man who acts thus has no real intention of renouncing 
the possession of the leaven. And this is not a single case ; the 
oral law is rich in such eases, as it allows a mock pawning, so 
it allows a mock sale or gift. 

t-sbtp in inn nmub nxs bsmrns? v, qss 
nosn -insb iv ib ijistt)' tsbs * bbu 12 

: -ima ib 133m ntm 

“ Although the Israelite knows that the Gentile will not touch 
the leaven at all, but keep it for him until after the Passover, 
and will then return it to him, it is lawful.” Of course a 
learned Israelite, acquainted with tliis provision of the oral 
law, will select a Gentile of tliis description to whom to sell or 
give his leaven, fully aware that after Passover it will be his 
again, and he may enjoy the profit. But suppose a Jew had 
lent money to a Gentile, and received the interest every week 
in bread, what is he to do ? It is evident that at Passover he 
cannot make use of the bread on account of the leaven, neither 
after the Passover can he receive that bread nor money for it, 
as according to the oral law he must have no profit from leaven 
which has witnessed the Paschal week. This is a difficult 
case, but it is not of our making. The oral law which has 
proposed the difficulty, has also provided a solution. 

2122? bm mra mmD 'im bxpsa? bs-ittP 
ib ]rm noon mip ib ms'ti? 'x-n xs 2 m 
182 ns ibxs TSi mj?a is nap nos btt? uxcx 
bap sbta na naa bapb mia patanb "72 ins 

: nasn -pm 

“ An Israelite who receives bread from a Gentile eveiy week 
as interest, is, according to Avi Haezri, to tell him before 
the Passover, that in the Passover week he must give him 
flour or money, and then when they come to make up their 
accounts, he may receive from him that which he did not 
receive during the Passover.” (Arbah.‘ Turim. Orach Chaiim, 
sec. 450.) According to this simple device, merely by saying 
a few words, he can make that lawful, which before would 
have been a great sin. It is not needful even to intend to 
have money or flour, he may intend to have the leaven after 
the Passover ; the words have the transforming efficacy. The 
same book gives Kashi’s solution of another similar difficulty. 

msmtzn -nan nnb nm bwitm 
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ins bitas 'isi nD2 b© nns bits nab i»ib inn 
msa n'm binn roan crip nan'© 3'©ni -73 

: 313© 

“A question proposed to Rashi — Suppose that an Israelite 
and a Gentile had an oven in partnership, shall he say to the 
Gentile, Take thou the profit during the Passover, and I 
will take afterwards ? He replied, Let him make a bargain 
before the Passover, and take the price of that week.” (Ibid.) 
A man of common sense will see that here, as in the other 
cases, the Jew does really receive the profit from leaven in 
existence during the Passover, and that whether he receive 
the money or the profit before or afterwards, there is no real 
difference in the circumstances of the transaction ; one prin- 
ciple pervades all these decisions, and that is, evasion of what 
is considered a Divine command. The man who gives away 
the leaven with the full intention of resuming possession after 
the Passover, and the man who sells only for the week, in full 
persuasion that his right and interest remain, does in reality 
neither give nor sell. There may be an outward appearance 
of the thing, but God does not judge according to the 
appearance; he looks on the intention of the heart. He is 
not satisfied with the form of giving or selling, but looking 
at the inmost thoughts of the soul, He sees that the man 
does not wish nor intend to do either one or the other, and 
marks him as a deliberate, and wilful transgressor. But we 
appeal to every unsophisticated mind in Israel, would such a 
system of evasion be considered as honourable, even according 
to the maxims of this world? Or can that conduct, which 
men would call dishonourable, be considered as an acceptable 
service before God ? But, above all, can it be the law given 
to Moses by the God of truth ? This it is which gives this 
discussion all its importance. If the Talmud and all its 
decisions w ere retained merely as a curious remnant of an- 
tiquity, as the effusions of a perverse ingenuity, or the w r ak- 
iug dreams of scholastics, we might both pass it by with a 
smile. But it is proposed as the law of God. It is the re- 
ligion of the great majority of the Jewish people, and no 
doubt at this very time, many an Israelite in Poland and 
elsewhere, if not in England, is preparing a mock sale, or 
drawing up a contract for the imaginary disposal of the 
leaven in his possession, in obedience to the above directions. 
They do it in simplicity, with a mistaken devotion. They 
are misled ; but does not a fearful load of responsibility rest 
upon those Israelites who knov r better, and yet leave their 
brethren in this grievous error, yea, and confirm them in it 
by joining in all the ceremonies which that system prescribes ? 
Because of this system, the nation is still exiled from the land 
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of Israel. Because of this system, the auger of the Lord is 
not toned away, but His arm is stretched out still. If then 
you love your people — if you desire their national exaltation, 
and their eternal welfare, lift up your voice and protest 
against the oral law. Condemn the Scribes and Pharisees as 
the inventors of the system, and the first authors of that moral 
captivity in which the people has been held for so many 
centuries. Now when you remember the mercies of the Lord 
in delivering you from the house of bondage, make an effort 
to deliver your brethren from the more degrading chains of 
error and superstition. At the same time we would ask you 
to consider the case of so many of your nation, who, when 
these chains were rivetting, gloriously maintained their 
freedom, and have left us a collection of writings, entirely 
free from every trace of this mistaken ingenuity. We mean 
the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth. They, too, were Jews, 
children of Abraham, and of the stock of Israel. How is it 
then, that they who were condemned by the Talmudists as 
heretics, and propagators of a false religion, have left us the 
principles of a healthy, manly, and rational piety, whilst their 
judges and accusers have fallen headlong into error and even 
absurdity? If Jesus and his disciples were deceivers or 
fanatics, how is it that they were preserved from inculcating 
such false doctrines: and if the Scribes and Pharisees were 
right in condemning and persecuting them — were actually 
serving God in resisting false pretensions, how is it that they 
were given over to such delusions, and to such a system of 
trifling? That they were not infallible, the above extracts 
from the oral law prove beyond all controversy. They have 
altogether erred in the first element of acceptable worship, 
simplicity of intention and uprightness of heart. They have 
confounded the form with the reality of obedience to God’s 
commands. And in all these things where they have erred, 
Jesus and his disciples have asserted and maintained the 
truth. Account for this fact. The Talmud tells you to light 
a taper and search for leaven in a mousehole, and to get rid 
of all in your possession by a fictitious contract. The New 
Testament says, “ Purge out the old leaven, that ye may be 
a new lump, as ye are unleavened. For even Christ our 
Passover is sacrificed for us: therefore let us keep the feast 
not with old leaven, neither with the leaven of malice and 
wickedness ; but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and 
truth.” (1 Cor. v. 7, 8.) 
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No. XII. 

THE PASSOVER A TYPE OF FUTURE DELIVERANCE. 

This year, the Jewish and the Christian times for celebrat- 
ing the Feast of the Passover nearly coincide ; and the coinci- 
dence ought to remind us both of that happy period, when all 
the children of man, so long divided, shall again be united into 
one great, holy, and happy family ; all rejoicing in the mercy 
and favour of their Heavenly Father, and all loving each other 
in sincerity and truth. To that period we look forward, and 
even now we use our humble endeavours to accelerate its ap- 
proach. Yea, one of the reasons, why we endeavour to lead 
Israel to a rejection of the oral law, is because we firmly be- 
lieve that it is one of the main hindrances in the way of their 
happiness and that of the nations of the world. We have no 
wish to rob you of any one blessing promised in the Word of 
God. We would not deprive you of one hope founded upon 
God’s promises. On the contrary, we rejoice to think that not- 
withstanding all the vain traditions of the Scribes and Phari- 
sees, it has pleased God to keep alive in your hearts the me- 
mory of his past mercy, and the hope of his future goodness. 
To the consideration of these two points, the law of Moses and 
your appointed prayers lead you at this season, and through the 
mercy of God, and the love of some of your brethren, we of the 
Gentiles have been brought to rejoice in similar considerations. 
Let us then endeavour to anticipate the future, and rejoice 
together even now, omitting on this solemn occasion a special 
discussion of the oral law. If God’s mercy were all past, and 
only a matter of history, we might and ought to feel grateful 
for the benefits bestowed upon our fathers : our joy would, 
however, suffer a considerable diminution. But this is not the 
case. In the midst of your grateful acknowledgment for the 
wonders in Egypt, you can mingle a prayer for the future, 
and say, 

: c'bim'a nsnn naa?b 

“ Next year in Jerusalem.” 

ta'btnm bn -pay bsitn br> aanbs sa cm 
■ms? mbm-i' nan < fban bn “[nma bn tvs 
: nai aarraim nannb aabrm aarara mnaa Enapn 

“ O Lord our God, have mercy, we beseech thee, upon Israel 
thy people, and upon Jerusalem thy city, and upon thine altar, 
and upon thy temple ; and build Jerusalem, the holy city, 
speedily, in our days, and bring us up into the midst of it, and 


88 


THE PASSOVER 


make us glad therein.” (Ilaggadah Shel Pesach.) And to this 
prayer we can say, “ Amen ” with all our hearts. The future 
restoration and blessedness of Israel is one of our fondest ex- 
pectations ; and whilst we contemplate the circumstances and 
the glory of the first Exodus, the Word of the living God leads 
us to look forward to that which is to come. 

: msbs: •owns na y-itaa -psa 

“ According to the days of thy coming out of the land of Egypt 
will I show unto him marvellous things,” is the promise by "the 
mouth of Micah the prophet (c. vii. 10). 

br tp t)'3m cp-rja a' pt»b ns mn' annm 
Tnm cbra rrantrib inam tth n's?n iran 
”na?sa nays lai? -iNasb nboa nrrm . D'bi? 3 a 
: ansa visa intbs cia bis-ia^b nn'n pcss 

“ And the Lord shall utterly destroy the tongue of the Egyp- 
tian sea, and with his mighty wind shall he shake his hand 
over the river, and shall smite it in the seven streams, and shall 
make men go over dry shod. And there shall he a highway for 
the remnant of his people, which shall be left from Assyria ; 
like as it was to Israel in the day that he came up out of the 
land of Egypt,” is the declaration of the Prophet Isaiah (xi. 15, 
16). Seeing that neither of these declarations was fulfilled at 
the return from Babylon, nor at any period since, we firmly be- 
lieve that they shall be fulfilled in the time to come, and that 
therefore the compilers of the Haggadah were fully warranted 
in intermingling, with their Passover thanksgivings, a prayer 
for the fulfilment of the promised mercies ; and we do not 
scruple to say that in this respect, the Jewish Ilabbies have 
been right, whilst many Christian interpreters have been 
wrong ; though they might have known and given a true ex- 
planation of all similar passages, if they had only followed the 
plain words of their master, Jesus of Nazareth, “ Think not 
that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets.” (Matt, 
v. 17.) We make this remark to show that we do not condemn 
the Babbies inconsiderately ; but that we are willing to do 
them all justice, where their opinions agree with the Word of 
God. Their expectation of the future restoration of Israel is 
well founded, and their faith in the promises relating to it 
worthy of all imitation. Oh, that the whole nation had more 
of it — that their hearts were more directed to the land of their 
forefathers — that their thoughts were more full of the Divine 
promises. Then they would cry more earnestly to God, and 
He would “ hear their groaning, and remember his covenant 
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” as he did at the deliverance 
from Egypt. The careless and the ungodly deceive themselves 
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with the idea, that when God’s time comes, the deliverance will 
take place without any endeavour of theirs. Let them read the 
law of Moses, and they mil find that though God had promised 
to bring their fathers out of Egypt, the deliverance itself was 
preceded by a time of prayer and crying unto God. To 
Abraham he had said. 

canb sb pisa "pnt rrm 13 'a inn nm 
iy<:n -irn . . . rata nisa 33-s nms 1:21 cnan 

: '131 H3H 1312,’' 

“ Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stranger in a land 
that is not theirs, and shall serve them ; and they shall afflict 

them four hundred years But in the fourth generation they 

6hall come hither again, ” &e. (Gen. xv. 13, 16.) But this 
promise was no warrant for their remaining careless, and at 
ease ; it was on the contrary a basis for earnest prayer and 
supplication, and a plea for mercy. And, therefore, when the 
time drew near, we read, 

bam ipam miaan p bans?'' 133 imsn 

: nnaan p c'nbsn bw anaitt? 

“ And the children of Israel sighed by reason of the bondage, 
and they cried, and their cry eame up unto God, by reason of the 
bondage.” And God himself gives this as one reason why he 
came to deliver them. 

: 'bs nss bs-iKT 133 npaa ran nrm 

“ Now, therefore, behold the cry of the children of Israel is 
come unto me.” (Exod. iii. 9.) Here, then, all Israelites, who 
desire the fulfilment of God’s promises should learn that state 
of mind, which is a pre-requisite to the interposition of their 
great deliverer. Israel can no more be delivered now than of 
old, unless they earnestly desire deliverance. To what purpose 
should He deliver and restore those, who care nothing about 
the land of their forefathers, nor about the glory of the nation — 
who say, We are very comfortable and happy here, and all we 
desire is to be like the other nations (pM:D FT 772) — what good 
would it do to us to return to the land of Israel? God’s promises 
are not to such grovelling and unbelieving spirits. Along with 
his promise of mercy, he gives a command for continual suppli- 
cation, 

'an 13 nn bsi .cab 'm bs mm ns c'-ratan 
: vaa nbnn D'bsnm ns c'ttr -an 731a' 1 ta ib 

“Ye that make mention of the Lord, keep not silence, and give 
him no rest, till he establish, and till he make Jerusalem a praise 
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in the earth. ” (Isaiah lxii. 6, 7.) And in Ezekiel, after the 
declaration, “This land that was desolate is become like the 
garden of Eden ; and the waste, and desolate and ruined cities, 
ore become fenced, and are inhabited,” &c., he adds — 

bs-itr 1 ' rrub ants nst -to mm 'ais ins na 

: cnb nwvb. 

“Thus saith the Lord God, I will yet for this be inquired of by 
the house of Israel, to do it for them.” (Ezek. xxxvi. 37.) Upon 
which Kashi remarks — 

: ns* bv 'ms ntirnai Dnbsra nnb sirens 

“I will be made favourable to them through their prayer, when 
they seek me "with regard to this.” Hence prayer is com- 
manded; in Hosea we are told, that without prayer deliverance 
is impossible. 

: 'as itrpan TOtvs' lies 'tatpn bs rniE?s -jbs 

“ I will go and return to my place, till they acknowledge their 
offence, and seek my face.” (Hosea v. 15.) Let the children of 
Israel return then, and seek the Lord their God, and David their 
King, then they shall fear the Lord and His goodness in the 
latter days. (Hosea iii. 5.) 

In the consideration of the deliverance from Egypt there is, 
however, one circumstance which should teach the Israelites to 
rejoice with trembling, and that is, that the majority of those, 
who went forth from Egypt, never entered the land of Israel, 
but died in the wilderness on account of their sin and unbelief. 
That which has happened, may happen again. Israel might be 
delivered again from the lands of their dispersion, and be led 
forth •with a mighty hand, and outstretched arm, and with great 
signs and wonders, and yet after all die in their sins. Indeed, 
it is not merely a legitimate deduction from the past, but an 
express prophecy of the future. “As I live, saith the Lord God, 
surely, with a mighty hand, and with a stretched out arm, and 
with fury poured out, will I rule over you ; and I mil bring you 
out from the people, and will gather vou out of the countries 
wherein ye are scattered, and with a mighty hand, and with a 
stretched out arm, and with fury poured out. And I will bring 
you into the wilderness of the people, and there will I plead with 
you face to face. Like as I pleaded with your fathers in the 
wilderness of the land of Egypt, so will I plead with you, saith 
the Lord God. And I will cause you to pass under the rod, and 
I will bring you into the bond of the covenant.” 

DrrTOtt ps£ ^ D^ttnam D'-ninn dde 

: sin' sb bsiar nms bsi ams s'Vis 
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“ And I will purge out from among you the rebels, and them 
that transgress against me ; I will bring them forth from the 
country where they sojourn, and they shall not enter into the 
land of Israel.” (Ezek. xx. 33 — 38.) Here then we see, whether 
we consider the past or the future, that a mere temporal 
deliverance is not sufficient — that God’s greatest temporal 
blessings, and even his mighty signs and wonders, may lead us in 
the more dreadful and fatal captivity of sin. Surely if a 
miraculous deliverance could deliver the soul, those that saw the 
miracles in Egypt, and experienced the Lord’s mercy in their 
preservation from the destroying angel, and in the passage 
through the Red Sea, ought to have been perfect in holiness. 
Yet we find, after all that they saw and heard, that they were 
a disobedient and faithless generation, and that they perished in 
the wilderness. The history, then, of this great deliverance 
reminds us in the most forcible manner of the bondage of sin, 
and the necessity of a more noble and gracious emancipation. 
Israel was in bondage in Egypt, and the Lord had compassion 
and delivered them. All mankind, Jews and Gentiles, are born 
slaves to sin, and dreadful is the misery which they have 
suffered, and hopeless the prospect for the future, unless God 
have provided a way of escape. Now is it likely that that God 
who had compassion on the Israelites in their temporal affliction, 
should look, unmoved and unpitying, upon the temporal and 
spiritual wretchedness of the whole human race ? Is it conceiv- 
able that those gracious ears, which heard the cries of Israel in 
Egypt, should be deaf to the groans and lamentations of all the 
sons of men ? Is it consistent with the Bible-character of God 
to provide a remedy for temporal sorrow, and yet furnish no 
means of deliverance from everlasting woe ? Is it like our 
Heavenly Father to stretch out his hand to save a few of his 
children from Egypt, and yet leave the great majority to perish 
in ignorance and sin? Blessed be God, who, in his great mercy, 
sent Jews to our forefathers to tell us of the blood of another 
and greater passover, which can preserve Gentiles as well as 
Jews from the wrath to come. 

: wra mn lanoQ mma 

“ Messiah, our passover, is sacrificed for us ; ” and therefore we 
too keep the feast, and join in the hymn of thanksgiving, 
“ Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for He hath visited and 
redeemed his people.” You remember the paschal lamb of 
Egypt. We can say — 

: obirn bo mstsn ns sonan c-nbs n® nan 

“ Behold the Lamb of God, that taketh away the sin of the 
world.” You remember the sprinkling of blood that delivered 
your fathers from temporal death. AVe rejoice because, 
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: stan *12-171^ m&&n w m 

“ The blood of Jesus, the Messiah, eleanseth us from all sin.” 
You remember how, four days before the Passover, it was 
necessary to select a lamb without spot and without blemish. 
We think of the true Paschal Lamb, the Messiah, how, four 
days before the great sacrifice, he came up to Jerusalem, and 
was examined before the tribunals, and declared to be without 
sin. Pilate’s testimony was, “ Ye have brought this man unto 
me, as one that perverteth the people ; and, behold, I, having 
examined him before you, have found no fault in this man 
touching those things whereof ye accuse him : no, nor yet 
Herod : for I sent you to him ; and lo, nothing worthy of death 
is done unto him.” (Luke xxiii. 14, lo.) You remember how 
the destroying angel passed over the houses where the blood 
was sprinkled: we look forward to that more dreadful time, 
when he shall come as the Psalmist describes : — 

va'm b2xn vasb dx Din' bxi -is'nbx xd 
Y~ ixn bxi bva E'aDn bx xip' : -nxn mrDa 
: rat 'bi? wo vno ’Ton 'b ods . os y-rb 

“ Our God shall come, and shall not keep silence : a fire shall 
devour before him, and it shall be very tempestuous round 
about him. He shall call to the heavens from above, and to 
the earth, that he may judge his people. Gather my saints 
together mito me : those that have made a covenant with me by 
sacrifice .” (Ps. 1. 3 — 5.) And we hope to be found amongst 
that number, and that the blood of the true Sacrifice will then 
deliver us. It is evident that the Psalmist here is not speaking 
of the sacrifices of the temple, for immediately after we read — 

n'nbx -p nrsNi bxiD' n-mxi 'as hsdd 
'T ab fj-nbisi -frrsix -pm* bs xb . pax -pnbx 
: □'■nns -pmxbsaa -is fnpn npx xb . -ran 

“ Hear, 0 my people, and I will speak ; O Israel, and I will 
testify against thee : I am God, even thy God. I will not 
reprove thee for thy sacrifices or thy burnt offerings, to have 
been continually before me. I will take no bullock out of thy 
house, nor he goats out of thy folds.” Here God plainly 
excepts the offerings of bulls and goats, and thereby overthrows 
the exposition of llashi and others, who say that the covenant 
and sacrifices here alluded to are the same as those described 
at the giving of the law r , when Moses said, “ Behold the blood 
of the covenant,” &c. (Exod. xxiv. 8.) The sacrifices then 
offered were “ burnt-offerings and peace-offerings of oxen,” 
which God here declares that he will not accept. Besides, God 
is not speaking of many sacrifices, but of one sacrifice pQV 
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He is moreover speaking of one great sacrifice, by virtue of 
which sinful men may stand before him as saints at the great 
day of judgment, and obtain mercy. This certainly cannot 
mean the sacrifices of the Mosaic covenant at Sinai, for by 
reason of that sacrifice, they will appear as guilty sinners who 
have broken God’s covenant, as he himself says — 

: \nv-n ns men non nms 

“ Which my covenant they brake.” (Jer. xxxi. 32.) At that 
solemn hour the Mosaic covenant will only condemn, and 
therefore cannot be meant here. Indeed the rabbies appear to 
have felt the untenableness of this exposition, and therefore 
invented another figurative one — 

bs-iu?' na ipnnna? nVa mn bi? '3 cm an 

: mbm 

“ There is also an allegorical interpretation referring it to the 
covenant of circumcision, which Israel has faithfully adhered 
to in the captivity.” (Kimchi, in loc.) But this exposition is 
as unfounded as the former. Circumeision is never called a 
sacrifice in Scripture. Neither will it serve a man in the day 
of judgment. What then is the sacrifice which is here 
intended ? We answer, the true Passover, the blood of the 
Messiah, whereby the new covenant is ratified. Some object 
that the shedding of blood is altogether unnecessary — that if 
God mil forgive at all, he can forgive without atonement or 
sacrifice. But this objection will equally affect the sacrifice of 
the first Passover. On the very same grounds, we may say, 
What necessity was there for killing a lamb, and sprinkling 
its blood upon the door-posts ? The directions given by Moses 
are very striking — “ Kill the passover. And ye shall take a 
bunch of hyssop, and dip it in the blood that is in the bason, 
and strike the lintel and the two side posts with the blood that 
is in the bason ; and none of you shall go out at the door of his 
bouse until the morning. For the Lord will pass through to 
smite the Egyptians ; and when he seeth the blood upon the 
lintel, and on the two side posts, the Lord will pass over the door, 
and mil not suffer the destroyer to come in unto your houses 
to smite you.” (Exod. xii. 21 — 23.) Surely the blood was 
not necessary to make known to him which house belonged to 
an Israelite. He could have saved them as well without the 
blood as with it. Why then destroy the life of a lamb, and 
give them all this trouble P Suppose that an Israelite had 
thus argued at that time, had refused to kill the passover, or 
having killed it, had neglected to sprinkle the blood, or having 
done both, was not content to abide in his house, but had gone 
forth before the morning, what would have been the con- 
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sequence ? Certain punishment. God was indeed determined 
to save Israel, but only in a certain way : and he that did not 
choose to submit to God’s method, would naturally lose the 
benefit of his appointment. Our business is not to argue with 
God, but having ascertained His will, to submit to it. Inquire, 
then, what God means by “his saints who have made a 
covenant with Him by sacrifice ; ” and endeavour to enter 
into that covenant, that when He appears to judgment, ye 
may be gathered unto Him. If the Christian view be not the 
true one, then since the destruction of the temple there has 
been no sacrifice, and no way of entering into that covenant 
with Him. You observe the season — you abstain from leaven 
— but there is no sacrifice. The main, yea the essential, 
element of the Passover is wanting. The lamb cannot be slain. 
And even if it could be, if you had again a temple and a high- 
priest, and all the service of a sanctuary, still the sacrifice of 
the Passover would only be a memorial of mercies long since 
gone by. It would be no real atonement for your sins, and 
when you had slain it, and eaten of it, the question would still 
remain, How am I, a sinner, to appear in the presence of the 
righteous Judge ? 

The first part of this paper will have shown you, that we are 
firm believers in the future glory and blessedness of Israel ; 
that we do not, therefore, in offering you our hope for eternity, 
wish to deprive you of your own hopes for time. No, we wish 
you every blessing which God has promised by the mouth of 
Moses and the prophets, and can affectionately join in the 
words — 

If it should please God to spare us all to see the re-union of 
all the families of the earth, we should rejoice to unite with 
others in acknowledging “ that ye are the seed whom the Lord 
has blessed.” But we should rejoice a thousandfold more to 
meet you in the heavenly Jerusalem, and to mingle our voices 
with yours in singing, 

“ Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power, and 
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and 
blessing.” Amen. 
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No. XIII. 

SEVERITY OF THE RABBINIC ORDINANCES. 

The feast of the Passover, ordained as a manorial of past 
mercies, has at the same time served to remind us of another 
deliverance necessary both for Jew and Gentile, and also of a 
happy time when “ there shall be one fold and one shepherd ” 
— “ One Lord and His name One.” But the blessed anticipa- 
tions of the future cannot, and ought not, withdraw our thoughts 
from the reality of the present. That happy time is not yet 
come. Jews and Christians are not yet agreed as to the articles 
of faith; and this feast of the Passover especially directs our 
attention to the cause and origin of the difference. At this 
solemn season of the year, Jesus of Nazareth was condemned 
by the Scribes and Pharisees, and by them delivered to the 
Itoman power to be executed as a malefactor. One portion of 
the Jewish nation, and that the majority, concurred in the 
judgment of the rulers. Another portion, at first small, but 
ultimately considerable in number and station, arraigned the 
justice of the sentence, and professed their faith in His Messiah- 
ship. The question between Jews and Christians at present is, 
which of these two portions of the Jewish nation was in the 
right. In these papers we have taken up this simple position, 
that the religions system of those who rejected Jesus of Nazareth 
is contrary to the law and the prophets, and is therefore false ; 
whilst the doctrines of Him, that was rejected, are in conformity 
with those writings, and must therefore be true. When we 
say that the rabbinical system is false, we do not mean that the 
Pharisees held no truth. On the contrary, we showed in our 
last number that some of their expectations were agreeable to 
the Word of God, and therefore true. All we intend is, that 
the peculiarities of Rabbinism of which the system is composed 
are erroneous. The laws relating to the present festival furnish 
us with abundant proof of our assertion. The Divine commands 
relating to it exhibit the care, consideration, and condescension 
of God in providing an opportunity of instruction, a time of 
relaxation, and a season of joy for the poor as well as the rich. 
The rabbinical laws, on the other hand, are burdensome, op- 
pressive, and hurtful, especially to the poor and unlearned. 

We take our first proof from one of the laws relating to the 
i’TlD'O “ the four cups” — God has given a simple com- 

mand to Israel to make known to their children the reasons for 
the feast. *"pnb HTirn “ And thou shalt declare unto 

thy son in that day, saying, This is done because of that which 
the Lord did unto me, when I came forth out of Egypt.” 
(Exod. xiii. 8.) In order to fulfil this command, a sort of 
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liturgy has been composed, much of which is solemn and 
beautiful : and a ceremonial appointed, of which one ordinance 
is, that there should be four cups or glasses of wine. 

mna?b n"n c'aa pa n'aas pa insi ins bm 
: ]na ib pnms psi p' be? mans aaas ntn nb'ba. 

“ All persons, whether men or women, are obligated on this 
night to diink four cups (or glasses) of wine, and this number 
is not to be diminished.” (Hilchoth Chometz, c. vii.) As to 
the ceremony of the four eups, the circumstances connected with 
them evidently show that they are not for the purpose of revelry, 
but part of a solemn religious observance. 

vba -paa ibbn niDis aa~sa dpi did ba 
amp vba iais pa?s-i dp . naaa asn naia 
'arba? dp . mann ns vbr snip aa? dp . cvn 
ns vba -laia ppd dp . pian naaa rbs iaaa 
: -l'ton naaa vba laaai bbnn 

“ Over each of these four cups a benediction is to be pro- 
nounced. Over the first cup is said the consecration of the day. 
Over the second cup the Haggadah is read. Over the third cup 
the benediction for food is pronounced. And over the fourth 
the Hallel is completed, and the benediction for the song pro- 
nounced.” (Ibid.) With a solemn religious ordinance it is not 
for us to find fault. On the contrary, in these and their other 
prayers, we earnestly wish the Jews the blessing of God, and 
the spirit of grace and supplication. But when we find this 
human institution imposed as a burden upon the conscience, and 
the observance of it exacted from those who have not the means 
of gaming their daily bread, we must protest against it as harsh 
and oppressive. Now in the oral law this requirement is 
made. 

inns' sbi pdki parns *pu p' ib pst» 'd 
n"pb ib xrrw nn -ipab -pisi > mop rmsa ib 
dp Q"p esa? nsn by -paD' sbi c'asn msa 
K'sinbi ib am na -ipa' pb na?bDn D"p sb ins 
: B'piaa is p' saa'a? iv niKDin 

n Whosoever has not got wine transgresses a command of the 
Babbies, for they have said, that there is to be no diminution 
from the four eups. And it is necessary to sell what he has in 
order to keep the command of the wise men. He is not to 
depend upon the bread, for if he fulfil the command concerning j 
one cup, he has not fulfilled that respecting the three. There- 
fore let him sell what he has, and furnish the expense, until he 
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procure wine or raisins.” (Arbah Tur. Orach Chaiim, 483.) It 
may be replied, that the congregation furnishes those who have 
not the means. But what is to become of those who have 
displeased the dispensers of the congregation’s bounty, or what 
is a Jew to do, who is living alone in the midst of Gentiles, as 
is frequently the ease, particularly in this country ? If he be a 
conscientious Rabbinist he must either grieve his conscience by 
transgression, or sell what he may not be well able to spare. 
The same may also be said of the unleavened cakes. The 
ltabbies have given so many directions about the lawful mode 
of preparing them, as to make it almost impossible for a J ew, 
living at a distance from a congregation, to keep the com- 
mand, and to keep the poor in a state of perpetual bondage to 
the synagogue, if they wish to be supplied by the bounty of 
the congregation. 

But this utter want of consideration for the poor is more 
strikingly displayed in the institution and exaction of a se- 
cond holy day, where God has required the observance of only 
one, as the Rabbies themselves acknowledge in the following 
passage : — 

nasba rv'tssa mro n pasa? nbsn d'd' ntra? 
an ba?- m ptrsn noD ba? ^aa?! itos-i ]na? 
''E'na?n aninb tnsai rmran an cvai msiDn 
ina? ma? iVd nn'aan . n'aia c'a' c-sapan in 
-piab s'na? nasbaa vin many nasba baa puDS 
: '131 araa bab bas^ -ia;s is aasaa? nVos 

“ These are the six days on which the Scripture has forbidden 
the doing of work. The first and seventh day of Passover : the 
first and eighth day of the Feast of Tabernacles : the day of the 
Feast of Weeks, and the first day of the seventh month ; and 
these days are called holy days. The sabbatism of all is alike ; 
it is unlawful on them to do any manner of work, excepting 
that which is necessary for the preparation of food, as it is said, 
‘ Save that which every man must eat.’ (Exod. xii. 16.) ” 
(Hilchoth Jom. Tov., c. i. 1.) Here is an express recognition of 
what God has commanded. And yet the Scribes were not 
content with this ordinance of God, but have appointed the 
observance of a second day on all these occasions, and have 
annexed the sentence of excommunication to any transgression 
of their command. 

fwsaa nr-str na ba n'aia d'd' aa? n'anaa? asi 
nsi . la btbtaa? 'nb vbs? piaai . a ton ca -nos 
ppba sbs wnab ri'ana i\s 7233a Nans sin 

: ims 

F 
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“ To us, who observe two days, every thing that is forbidden on 
the lirst day, is also forbidden on the second day ; and whoso- 
ever makes light of it, is to be excommunicated. But if he be 
an acute Talmudist the excommunication is not to be severe, only 
he is to be beaten.” (Orach Chaiim, 496.) In the Yad Hacha- 
sakah we find the same severity, and the same exception. 

bn nnciD •nrrra Kina? 's by 'aa? nita cl' 1 
ev bbnan bn . 'iwy nos paism -nosa? -m 
Nina? -ana 'pn rmn a?si ba? ib^csi 'db? mta 
mnnb v in H 2 'a? pa nasboa pm niaa? aia?a 
rmi sb cs inis pi3» is nvna nan mis pan 

: cm'abnn 7a 

“ Although the second holy day is only of the words of the 
Scribes, every thing that is forbidden on the first day, is 
forbidden on it also. And every one who professes the 
second holy day, even that of the new year, 'whether it be in 
a matter relating to the sabbatism, or by work, or by going 
beyond the Sabbath limit, is to receive the beating denounced 
against rebellion, or to be excommunicated, unless he be a 
learned man.” (Hilchoth Jom. Tov., c. i. 24.) The hard- 
ship, oppression, and severity of this ordinance are apparent 
at first sight, and are severely felt by many a poor Jew in 
this city, who hardly knows how to get bread for himself 
and his children. In every case it robs him in one week of 
two days, on whieh God has allowed him to work, and to 
endeavour to gain a livelihood. But if the first day of a 
festival happen on a Thursday, then that day, Friday, aud 
Saturday, he dare not do anything to earn the means of 
subsistence for his family. Sunday is the Christian Sabbath, 
so that in one week four successive days are lost, and in the 
following week four more. Wliat, then, is the poor man 
to do ? If he does not work, his children may starve ; if 
he makes use of the time allowed him by his merciful God, 
and pursues his daily occupations, he transgresses a com- 
mand of unmerciful men, and renders himself obnoxious 
to his more bigoted brethren. True that they cannot now 
beat him with the stripes awarded to the rebellious, and 
that they would hardly dare, in the present state of things, 
to excommunicate him ; yet there are other ways and means 
of persecution more secret, but equally sure. But whatever 
be the present circumstances, the cruel and oppressive spirit 
of the oral law remains the same. If the liabbinists had 
the power, they would soon proceed to excommunicate and 
flog all the profaners of the second holy day. We appeal, 
then, to the common sense of every Jew, and ask him, ‘What 
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right have men to rob the poor of that time which God hath 
given them? or to sentence a man who only goes to get 
bread for his children, and in so doing transgresses none 
of God’s commandments, to excommunication or flogging, 
especially to that severe species of flogging here specified ? 

The flogging here spoken of is called nvnD rDE> “ the 
flogging of rebellion,” and is altogether different from that 
merciful punishment prescribed in the law. God says, “ And 
it shall he, if the wicked man he worthy to he heaten, that 
the judge shall cause him to lie down, and to be beaten 
before his face, according to his fault by a certain number. 
Forty stripes he may give him, and not exceed ; lest, if he 
should exceed, and beat him above these with many stripes, 
then thy brother should seem vile to thee.” (Deut. xxv. 2, 3.) 
Here, as everywhere else, in the midst of judgment, God 
remembers mercy. The Babbies, never satisfied unless they 

I can add to, or diminish from, God’s commandments, have 
reduced the number to thirty-nine, lest they should make any 
mistake. But to compensate for this diminution, they have 
invented “ the flogging of rebellion,” which is without number 
and without mercy, as may be seen from the following ex- 
planation of the Baal Aruch: — 

rcio ntry lb -insty ntyy nva by 
anotM s'-'n'i? -ry vtim von nany “D'H'i nbib ntyy 
by -Qiyty pi ntybityn nan sbm ims wba 
sbai sbm noon sbn mis paa n^narr mm 
nmy maty nvna raa mis p-,ip nabi inis 

: am did mmsi min 

“ Whosoever transgresses an affirmative commandment, for 
instance, he was commanded to make a tabernacle, or a lulav, 
and did not, he is to be beaten until his soul go out, without 
any consideration of his strength, and without dividing the 
flogging into three. And, in like manner, whosoever trans- 
gresses the words of the wise men, he is to be beaten without 
number, and without consideration. Why is this called the 
flogging of rebellion ? Because he has rebelled against the 
w r ords of the law and against the words of the Scribes.” (Baal 
Aruch, in voc.) This, then, is the punishment denounced 

0 against those who try to get bread for their children on the 
second holy day ; a punishment invented by the Itabbies 
themselves, not against the immoral or the irreligious, but 
against the transgressors of their own commandments. What 
could have been the spirit, the temper, the religious feeling of 
such men ? Had they any perception of the merciful character 
of the law, or any resemblance to the compassionate nature of 
the God of Israel ? Can you put any confidence in the religious 
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instruction of those who would excommunicate or flog a fellow- 
creature to death because he obeyed the instincts of nature, 
because he could not stay at home and listen to the cries of his 
famishing children, but went forth, to prpcure them food in 
the manner, and on the day which God had permitted him to 
do so ? These are the men w r ho condemned Jesus of Nazareth 
to death, and this is the religion of the oral law, which you 
prefer to the mild and merciful doctrines of Christianity. If 
Rabbinism had continued in its power, you would ha Tr e been 
exposed to all the severity of this intolerance. The triumph of 
Christianity has, in this respect, also been a blessing to the 
Jewish nation, and the power of the followers of Jesus of 
Nazareth protects you from excommunication and corporal 
chastisement. 

The cruelty and hardship of the imposition of a second holy 
day, with such a punishment annexed appears not only from 
the circumstance of its being altogether a human institution, 
but further, that the original object of its institution has long 
since ceased. The Scribes appointed the observance of two 
days at a time, wiien the feast-days were fixed by the ap- 
pearance of the moon, lest those at a distance from Jerusalem 
should keep a wrong day, but now that they are fixed by 
calculation, this is altogether unnecessary. 

Vis ba? rvm pins ca? psa? n?rr fan 
Virt» pin rrn nt i-Dt^n pump hs-ia?' 
iV<en -nba -fto :nia> dv pans moipan baa 
Vis aa iaa y-wb yinat» mpimn mapan 
bas yaaipi paaio ins paa?n b» brsna? bsita' 

: DTata cn'mas an:aa rinm sin traan n:pn 

“ In the present time, w r hen there is no Sanhedrin, nor house 
of judgment in the land of Israel, the feasts are fixed by 
calculation, and therefore all places, even those that are remote 
from the land of Israel, ought properly to observe only one day 
as a holy day, as well as the inhabitants of that country, for all 
depend on and fix the feast by one and the same calculation ; 
but it is an ordinance of the wise men to adhere diligently to 
the custom of their forefathers.” (Hilchoth Kiddush Hachodesh, 
c. v. 5.) There is, therefore, no excuse for this burden imposed 
upon the poor, and much less for the cruel punishments, 
denounced against those who cease to observe what is con- 
fessedly an useless custom. How different is the doctrine of 
Christianity with respect to such days. No excommunication, 
no flogging, no imposing of burdens upon the consciences of 
our brethren. The New Testament condemns even all rash 
judgment in such matters. It says, “ Who art thou, that 


6EVERITY OF THE RABBINIC ORDINANCES. 


101 


judgeth another man’s servant ? To life own master he standeth 
or falleth. Yea he shall be holden up, for God is able to make 
him stand. One man esteemeth one day above another ; 
another esteemeth every day alike. Let every man be fully 
persuaded in his own mind. He that regardeth the day, 
regardeth it to the Lord ; and he that regardeth not the day, 
to the Lord he doth not regard it. He that eateth, eateth to 
the Lord, for he giveth God thanks ,* and he that eateth not, to 
the Lord he eateth not, and giveth God thanks. For none of 
us liveth to himself, and no man dieth to himself. For 
whether we live, we live unto the Lord, and whether we die, 
we die unto the Lord ; whether we live, therefore, or die, we 
are the Lord’s.” (Rom. xiv. 2 — 8.) Here is the spirit of love 
and merey, and therefore the spirit of God. How is it, then, 
that Jesus and his disciples were able to overcome the pre- 
judices of their times, and to stem the torrent of authority and 
learning, which was altogether in favour of the opposite 
opinions ? How is it, if they were impostors and deceivers 
that they have left a tolerant and merciful system, whilst the 
Scribes and Pharisees, who, according to that supposition, were 
the true servants of God, have left a religion of oppression and 
cruelty P “Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men 
gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles ? Even so every good 
tree bringeth forth good fruit, and every evil tree bringeth forth 
evil fruit. A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither 
can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.” (Matt. vii. 16 — 18.) 
This is certainly true in nature. Now the Pharisees have 
brought forth evil fruit, Jesus of Nazareth and his disciples 
have brought forth good fruit. What is the conclusion from 
such premises ? 

But we have hitherto spoken only generally of the Insti- 
tution of a second holy day, we have yet to consider the details 
of the commandment, which will show still more clearly that 
“ The Scribes and Pharisees bind heavy burdens, and grievous 
to be borne, and lay them on other men’s shoulders.” (Matt, 
xxiii. 4.) They are, as usual, most exact in defining what is 
and is not work. They say, 

nasbab nan kihb aitaa pa nataa niDsta ba 
'-in niata aitsa sin© ]'a nasba 't'b sna is 
nb'as -pra rrn p as sbs aia cam -nos sin 
laa aia era a'-inia a nt» anm is . na savai 
naan ibabab hdn® bai . ibs mabna nsan'ta 
Nsmi nb'as -piab sbs aia ova ibabab -iids 
: aia am mia naan nmaa? bai na 

“ Every thing that is unlawful on the Sabbath, either because 
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it has the appearance of work, or because it leads to work, or on 
account of sabbatising, is unlawful on a holy day, unless it be 
necessary for the preparation of food, and the like, or such 
things as are allowed on the holy day, as will be explained in 
these constitutions. And every thing that it is unlawful to 
move on the Sabbath, is also unlawful to be moved on the holy 
day, unless it he necessary for food : and every thing that is 
lawful on the Sabbath is lawful on a holy day.” (Hilchoth 
Jom. Tov., c. i. 17.) This law effectually ties up the hands of 
the poor Rabbinist. He not only dare not pursue his trade, 
but he dare not make any domestic arrangement, that might 
promote order in his house, or conduce to his comfort. He 
must not write a letter to his friends, nor even extinguish a 
fire, though it be to save his property. 

-piab sbo? aits era maan mmntz? by ?)s 
. nVas -piab maain ibns o?sn ns maab nos 
ntsai . Sba riVas -piu ia psi nasbn naantt? 
easi isn ns paan ps ~ja u?sn ns paaa ps® 
ns paaa ps . . . . nsa is ns® 'aa npib naa 
ps® Tna aits era paa bnnb na np'btn 
: sain nnaa sbs nataa paaa 

“ Although it has been pronounced lawful to kindle fire on the 
holy day, even where not absolutely necessary, yet it is unlaw- 
ful to extinguish fire, even though it had been kindled for the 
preparation of food ; for the extinguishing of fire is work, and 
is not at all necessary for the dressing of food. And as fire is not 
to be extinguished, so neither is a candle to be extinguished 
and whosoever extinguishes is to be flogged, just as he that 

weaves or builds Fire is not to be extinguished, 

in order to save property on a holy day, no more than on 
the Sabbath. On the contrary, one lets it burn and goes 
away.” (Ibid., c. iv. 2, 4.) In the Arbah Turim this law 
is laid down with still more precision. 

nsn ibns mta era np^ban ns maab nos 
naaa cs pa napan maab mas . *p®3® ima ns 
sb® naaa as pa *p®n sb® rrba an® asa 
pensn nbnnb ib n®ss®a spm .n-npn ]®»nn 
ms ®s ba nami m ®sa nmo''® paa 'laa sba 
l®snn niaa tsb esi ins ®s ib ps cs bas 
: n-npn ]®»nn sba? na nmaab nma n-npn 

“ It is unlawful to extinguish fire on a holy day, even though a 
man should see his house burning. It is unlawful to extinguish 
split wood, either for the sake of saving it from being burned, 


SEVERITY AND ARTIFICE. 


103 


or to keep a pot from being smoked, that is to say, if he can 
keep it from being smoked without extinguishing the fire, as 
by removing it from one fire to another. But if he has not got 
another fire, and if the pot must be smoked unless he extinguish 
it, then the extinguishing is lawful, that the pot may not be 
smoked.” (Orach Chaiim, 514.) Now we put it to the common 
sense of every Jew, whether in these laws there be justice, 
mercy, and religion ; or hardship, inconsideration, and absur- 
dity? 


No. XIV. 

SEVERITY AND ARTIFICE. 

The oral law says, as we saw in our last, that, on a holy day, 
it is unlawful to extinguish a fire in order to save a man’s house 
and property, but that it is lawful, on the same day, to do the 
very same thing to keep a pot of cookery from being smoked. 
This sentence may perhaps appear wise and pious to those who 
have got more houses than one, or the means of procuring 
them ; but with respect to the poor man, who in such a case 
loses his all, and must see his family left without a roof over 
their heads or a bed to lie on, this decision is as cruel as it i& 
senseless. There is, however, a tyranny more dreadful than that 
which affeets only the temporal condition of men. The spiritual 
despotism, which burdens and fetters the conscience and 
enslaves the soul, is more intolerable still. Under temporal 
losses a man’s mind may be supported by a sense of religion ; 
but when his religion, by the multiplicity and rigour, and 
intricacy of its requirements, becomes his tormentor, man is 
bereft of his last consolation. The religion of the oral law 
appears to us to be of this character, and its enactments with 
regard to the holy days will serve to justify this our opinion. 
We have seen already, that it requires two days’ cessation from 
business, where God requires only one, and that the general rule 
is, Whatsoever is unlawful on tne Sabbath, is unlawful on the 
holy day, with one exception. The Scribes, however, were not 
content with this, they have contrived to invent something, 
which, though lawful on the Sabbath, is on these days unlawful. 
They say, that there is a certain class of things which, if not 
deliberately destined the day before for the use of the holy day, 
are unlawful. To this class they give the name of 
Muktzeh, which literally signifies “separated or cut off,” but 
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which, for shortness’ sake and for want of a better word in 
English, we shall call “ undestined.” 

napm roan rsa? nn 21a ova 

ejvb? ':sa ratw miai 21a ova mas napiantp 
: ia bibib isia' sai» napian ia noN natra bp avo 

“ There is on the holy day one thing which is not found on the 
Sabbath, and that is, the forbidding of the undestined , for the 
undestined is unlawful on the holy day, and is lawful on the 
Sabbath. Because the holy day is less sacred than the Sabbath, 
they forbade the undestined on that day, lest persons should be 
led to make light of it.” (Hilchoth Jom. Tov. c. i. 17.) 

"taian am c'sa btrib mavjn nb'um a 
ba rmnob I’nn'irn niTsi “fro 'm ntp'-inb 
ova ina biasb tidsi in ncpia pa savai ibs 
: nb'asb nrrbs? ar^nn aacaa nms I'lra? iv ara 

“ For instance, a hen that is kept for the purpose of hatching 
eggs, and an ox that is kept for ploughing, pigeons in a pigeon 
house, and fruits that are kept for sale, all these and the like 
are undestined, and it is unlawful to eat of them on a holy day, 
unless a man destine them on the eve preceding, and form an 
intention to eat them.” (Ibid.) By this law a numerous class of 
things is forbidden, which God has no where forbidden, and 
fresh chains are forged for the conscience. An unlearned man 
can hardly tell what does or does not belong to the class, and if 
he be in doubt must first go to the rabbi, before he can eat or 
make use of any thing doubtful ; for this definition extends not 
only to eatables, but to other things, as for instance, fuel. 
Suppose, for example, that a man or a family had eaten nuts or 
almonds on the eve of the holy day, is it lawful or unlawful to 
bum the shells on the holy day itself? The Word of God 
leaves the Jew at perfect liberty to do as he pleases, but the 
oral law tells him that he may by doing either commit a great 
sin. If he cannot resolve his scruples in this matter, he must 
be content to go to the rabbi or some learned man, and submit 
to his decision, and thus every unlearned and devout Jew is 
brought into complete captivity to the decisions of the learned. 
Another very similar law, and tending to the same bondage, is 
that which makes any thing that is born or comes into existence 
on the holy day, unlawful. 

.tidk iVon -p mta ova tdh napians? depi 
nv> i'N bns ma nvb fan bim mttfb pan bin 
-p'sb . no cvb ru'Ea rate sbi ma?b tie 
: miDS ratiTi ins mta evo mbi:a? 
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11 And as the undcstined is unlawful on the holy day, so also 
what is born is unlawful. On a common day a man may 
destine things for the Sabbath, and also for the holy day. But 
on a holy day things may not be destined for the Sabbath, 
nor on the Sabbath for the holy day, therefore an egg that is 
laid on the holy day after the Sabbath is unlawful.” (Ibid.) 
Now not to speak of the minute trifling of this law, there are 
cases where it may become very oppressive. Suppose that by 
some means an unlawful egg should get amongst a number of 
lawful eggs, they would all become unlawful. 

: nrriDS ibin F|bsn nn-isna 

“Yea, though it should be mixed up amongst a thousand, 
they are all unlawful.” It is true that the rabbies endeavour 
to guard against such an accident, by forbidding the removal 
of such an egg on the holy day ; but a Gentile or a child 
might, through inadvertently putting such an egg amongst 
others, produce great inconvenience or even loss, and to this 
the poor man must submit, or burden his conscience with a 
wilful transgression. But this law forbidding to eat or 
move whatsoever comes into existence on the holy day ex- 
tends beyond the class of eatables. Wood accidentally broken 
on this day belongs to this class, and it is therefore unlawful 
to use it as fuel, or to move it. In like manner, ashes of 
wood that has been burnt on the holy day, is considered 
as having come into existence, and it is a sin to move it, 
when once it has cooled. And again, if a fire should go out 
on the holy day, it is a grave question whether the fuel that 
remains may be kindled again. 

Thus the conscience is burdened with definitions of un- 
lawful, but the directions about things lawful are quite as 
numerous and perplexing. For instance, it is lawful to make 
a fire on a holy day, and to put on the pot for cooking, 
but an unlearned man or woman may commit a sin in the 
mode of doing it, and, therefore, the Baal Turim says, 

-inrb -pm mnp mbi? imn trsn nanntsn 
mm s bw cn'b'j rrmpn rovuni E'nnn -men 
nbnnba mmvra mvr m mm ponV non 
: tidn nbnab nano . nti? mats 1 ? 

“ When one makes a fire and puts on a pot, it is necessary 
to be very careful in the arranging of the wood, and the mode 
of setting the pot upon it, so that there should be no re- 
semblance to budding, for liav Judah has said, every pile 
of wood begun from the top to the bottom is lawful, from the 
bottom to the top is unlawful.” (Orach Chaiim, 502.) For 
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this reason very minute directions are given for the per- 
formance of eaen of these operations. The fire is to be made 
in the following manner: — 

ns tto sman mta ova mvrB nwn 
' 32 a nai^an no'' to ~\y nt bo nr naa a's 
-nos w t^into '2 bo fini • naioo n«i:to 
■tiro . iiatoa “pw in aimoa n'oon poito im sbw 
vnnn -tnsi vnnn nns naai nboab yn naa 

: \nsb oaa sinto no 

“He that makes a pile of fire on a holy day, when he is 
arranging the wood, is not to lay one piece upon another, 
so as to make an orderly arrangement, for that looks as if 
he were building ; and although it be an accidental building 
it is unlawful. But either he is to scatter the wood in con- 
fusion, or to arrange them with some variation. How so? 
He is to lay one piece at the top, and another piece under it, 
and another under that, until it reaches the ground.” (Hil- 
choth Jom. Tov. c. iv. 14.) In like manner the pot is not 
to be placed upon stones, or whatever else is to support it, 
but is to be held up, and the support placed under it; and 
so with other things. The great principle is, that some 
difference is to be made between the work done on the holy 
day and on a common day, and therefore in the carrying 
of wine, or wood, or other things, they are not to be carried 
in a basket, nor as usual, but on the shoulder or in some ex- 
traordinary way. Now, as the speculations of men who had 
not much to do, or who chose to devote the powers that God 
had given them to such minutise, these things hardly appear 
as harmless; but when imposed as a burden upon the con- 
sciences of others, they are utterly unjustifiable, and if they 
were found in the New Testament, they would furnish 
abundant matter for Jewish wit and ridicule. They w T ould 
naturally say, what, is this the religion that the Messiah 
came to teach? Had he nothing better to do than to look 
after the making of fires, and the putting on of pots? But 
this is not the religion of Jesus of Nazareth, nor of his 
apostles. There is nothing similar in the New Testament. 
This is the religion, and these the laws of those who reject 
him. 

But this system of minute legislation has another and a 
worse consequence; it leads to difficulty, and the difficulty 
leads to artifice, and thus the mind, instead of being im- 
proved and benefited, is actually corrupted by the practice 
of this rabbinical religion. Thus the oral law says, that it 
is unlawful on a holy day to cook food for the following day, 
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especially for a common day, but that if any of the food 
remain it is lawful. What is the consequence? Naturally 
that more food is prepared than is necessary for the holy day 
because they know that this may be eaten the day after. 
And this is no imaginary deduction of ours, it is a case pro- 
pounded most fully, and allowed by the rabbies. 

nans nrsto 's by F)s ->u?y m'np ntos nsbaa 
n'a bio n'yn ctnna sbaa . nns ny'nnb sbs 
ntos nsbaa . inn prvpb sbs ina la'Hto 'a by 
ins nyyb sbs nana na'Nto 'a by p|S na man 
nbiai .na' nas: s'n Tana mna nancy ptyto 
13 'sty 'a by fjs nns nyy -itoy ma'nn naa ans 
: n;a savo ba pi nns na'nnb sbs -p-ia 

“ A woman may fill a pot with meat, though she wants only 
one piece. A cook may fill a boiler with water, though he 
wants only the least quantity. A woman may fill an oven 
with bread, though she want only one loaf, for when the 
oven is full, the bread bakes better. A man may salt a 
great many pieces of meat at once, although he require 
only one piece ; and so with similar things.” (Hilchoth 
Jom. Tov. c. i. 10.) Now this is plainly an evasion of what 
is considered a Divine command. In like manner the oral 
law forbids the preparing of food for Gentiles. 

is o'la b'ysnb ny yita era pbtoyai V'sis j's 
a'lsb sbi ayb nyb ntyy nab sin -lasnto a'yby 

: n'ybyb »bi ayb 

i 

“It is unlawful to bake or to cook on a holy day, in order 
to feed Gentiles or dogs ; for it is said, ‘ That only may be 
done for you/ (Exod xii. 16.) ‘ For you/ and not for 
Gentiles. ‘ For you,’ and not for dogs.” (Ibid.) The 
principle of this decision may lead to several difficulties : 
first, a Jew may have Gentiles in his employ and service 
whom he boards, what is he to do then ? This difficulty he 
may get over in the manner just mentioned, by having more 
coolced than he wants, then it is lawful for the Gentile to 
eat of the surplus. But suppose a Gentile and a Jew had 
a beast in partnership, and either wished to have it 
slaughtered on the holy day, is it lawful for a Jew to 
slaughter it? According to the above decision, it would 
appear not, for it is preparing food to feed a Gentile ; but 
the rabbies have found out a reason for evading the command. 

inis bx-iur bio rrrm 'in bto manto nany 
-itoy my naaa baysb -icodh 'sto aia era itiniob 

: na'nto sby 
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“A beast which partly belongs to a Gentile and partly to 
an Israelite, may lawfully be slaughtered on a holy day, for 
it is impossible to eat the size of an olive of the meat, if 
it be not slaughtered by a Jew.” (Ibid.) This, also, is 
nothing more nor less than an evasion. But now suppose 
that a Jew finds on a holy day, and after he has eaten 
his meals, that a beast belonging to him is likely to die, 
and that therefore he is likely to lose it altogether, what 
is he to do? The oral law lays it down that it is unlawful 
to slaughter for the following day, and yet if it die without 
slaughtering, it must be totally unlawful to eat. In this 
case there is a saving clause which removes the difficulty. 

nnis tainttn sb naaiDa nana ib nrvna? 'a 
naaa bins'? bnvt» siv p ds sbs aia ava 
ma cvo ainar sbtu •an . nv nuna bu rra 

: bina bas'a? na 

“ He that has a beast near unto death must not slaughter it on 
a holy day, unless he knows that he can eat of its flesh the size 
of an olive, roasted, whilst it is still day, that he may not 
slaughter on a holy day what is to be eaten on a common day.” 
(Ibid.) Here the evasion is palpable. The man has already eaten 
his meals, he knows that it is not for the holy day, that it is 
simply to save himself from loss, and yet the oral law obliges 
him to be guilty of deceit, and to eat a minute particle of it, that 
the appearance may be kept up. If it were intended mercifully 
to save the poor from loss, why not make it lawful at once, 
without any such condition ? Here the mercy of the enactment 
is quite destroyed by the encouragement of deceit. In the same 
way the oral law forbids open, straightforward buying and 
selling on a holy day, and yet prescribes a method of evasion. 

jn t-bs nan nann b jn rntab ms nas' sb 
: viia? bu 'patrn vans nnabi pbn 'an is pbn b 

“ A man must not say to a butcher, Give me meat for so much 
money, only, Give a portion, or half a portion, and on the 
morrow they settle the account as to its value.” (Ibid. c. iv. 20.) 

is bus brnn nun is aian bus ms -jbm 
msiui mann laaa npbi bus bmn earn bus 
sbi a'm ni27 ib iw sbtu sim nura? na bai 

*. ]aa ci3D 

“ A man may go to his accustomed shopkeeper, or shepherd, or 
grazier, and take from him cattle, fowls, and whatsoever he 
pleases ; only he must not mention to him any money, nor any 
number.” (Ibid.) To take any thing from a shopkeeper by 
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weight or measure is also forbidden, if it be done openly and 
honestly, but allowed if it be done cunningly and deceitfully. 

sbs bpt»Ka is man m:nn b» 2 B np' sb pi 
irrabi nt bo b sba "oiarb -ibis n»w sin Tio 
lasba 1 ' mab nnvan bs irn lb'esi vnt» ib inu 
: m a es» ib -iiEr sba? sim 

“ And thus a man must not take any thing from a shopkeeper 
by weight or measure, only let him say to the shopkeeper, Fill 
this vessel for me; and on the morrow he gives him the value. 
And even though the vessel should be one set apart for the 
purpose of measuring, he may fill it, provided that the name of 
a measure he not mentioned.” (Ibid.) In all these cases it is 
plain that a real transaction of buying and selling takes place, 
and on the showing of the rabbies themselves, contrary to the 
Word of God. Those men who would flog a fellow-creature 
for not keeping their own commandment of a second holy day, 
make no scruple of devising and prescribing a system of 
fraudulent evasion of God’s commands. Perhaps some may 
think that we use too strong language when we apply the 
words cunning and deceit to those devices of the oral law, hut 
this language was suggested by the oral law itself, which does 
not scruple to use similar words, and to pronounce that, in 
similar cases, cunning or deceit is lawful. 

bi? ]itos-in ns nbsn -112b bcstr 122 nsi mis 
■'icn ns nbsai d'-isdi . mmc? irsi lanab ma 
mnw pa nt >s tam®i imab naa bs? 

: comb vrnn c^n bin -122 

“ If a first-born beast and its offspring fall into a pit, the first 
is to he helped out on condition of slaughtering it, hut it is not 
slaughtered. Then guile is to be used, and the second also 
helped out on condition of slaughtering it, and then they 
slaughter which of the two they please. On account of the 
affliction of the animals, it has been pronounced lawful to use 
guile.” (Ibid. c. ii.) Here the oral law speaks plainly, it fairly 
says that guile may be used. It is no defence to say, that this 
guile was suggested by compassion for the animals. If it be 
lawful to help the animals out of the pit at all, it is lawful to do 
it without any guile, openly and honestly. And if it be 
unlawful to help them out, it is doubly unlawful to do so 
through guile and deceit, as if God was ignorant of the 
thoughts and designs of their hearts, and could be satisfied with 
false and fictitious conditions. But there is another case, where 
this same word is also used, and where the excuse of compassion 
is altogether out of the question. 
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rmp unVo' 1 Kb ana cvn nana iw a'^aan 
nb'Dw inab sb© nasba nam? saaai win tq's? 
D'anrat nan 'aa ba 'bab a can mbab nmai .... 
)sna aaai ]sna -ran aaa nbia T-ro . nr -imn 

: ibm nan nba'ca na 

“ He that takes off the hide of a beast on a holy day, must not 
salt it, for this is work, and he would be guilty of doing work 
that is not necessary for the preparation of food. . . . But it 
is lawful to salt meat for roasting on the top of the hide, and in 
this matter guile is employed. How so ? Thus. A little meat 
is salted on one part, and then a little on another part, until the 
whole hide he salted.” (Ibid. c. iii. 4.) Here no defence 
whatever can be offered. The oral law confesses that to salt a 
hide is unlawful, its compilers therefore set to work to find out 
a method of doing what was forbidden, and yet have the 
appearance of keeping the law, and they sagaciously discovered 
the above solution of the difficulty. Thus the law of God is 
made null by the traditions of men. The commandments of 
the Scribes are enforced by flogging and excommunication, but 
full permission given to violate God’s commands, if only an 
appearance of obedience can be preserved. No wonder that 
Jesus of Nazareth, whose characteristic is mildness and gentle- 
ness, used such harsh language to the authors of this system. 
His general address to them was, “ Woe unto you, Scribes and 
Pharisees, hypocrites.” They professed the utmost anxiety to 
have the law of God observed. This was the professed object 
of their commandments. They were invented as a hedge to 
keep off every Israelite from even an approach to transgression ; 
and thy enforced the observance of this defence by the severest 
punishments. But where the law of God interfered with their 
worldly interest, their profit or their gain, they fearlessly made 
void the law, and inculcated a system of guile and evasion. 
And this is perhaps the most deadly element in the Talmudic 
potion. The human heart is ever ready to imbibe what is bad, 
and the human mind most quick in generalizing the principles 
of evil. The only efficient remedy for this disease of head and 
heart is the inculcation of those pure and holy principles, which 
God has graciously revealed. But when these principles are 
themselves adulterated, and a system of guileful evasion 
taught as the religion of Moses and the prophets, what are the 
results to be expected ? The cruel oppression of the poor is 
bad enough. The enslaving the consciences of the weak is 
worse ; but the corrupting the minds of the simple by such 
pernicious doctrines, is the worst of all. Yet this is the work 
of the Jewish religion, as taught in the oral law, and as 
recognized in the prayers of the synagogue. We do not mean 
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to say that there is anything peculiar in the system. We 
know that the Provincial Letters develop a Gentile system as 
corrupt and corrupting. But that system has nothing to do 
with the Christianity of the New Testament. Our forefathers 
renounced it long ago. The Jews still adhere to the oral law, 
and in their prayers and observances still acknowledge its 
Divine authority; and wherever Judaism exists in vigour, 
these are the doctrines instilled into the minds of the young, 
and to which the flower of the Jewish nation devote the vigour 
of their manhood and the judgment of their old age. That there 
are Jews who abhor this system, and have adopted the purer 
principles of the New Testament, even though they do not 
profess Christianity, we well know. But how is it that there 
are none who have courage to protest against it ? How is it 
that there is not one who comes forward to emancipate his 
brethren from moral slavery and the galling chain of supersti- 
tion and eiTor ? “ There is none to guide her among all the 

sons whom she hath brought forth : neither is there any that 
taketh her by the hand of all the sons that she hath brought 
up.” (Isaiah li. 18.) 


No. XY. 

SABBATH MIXTURE. 

In discussing the substance and tendency of the oral law, the 
very nature of our design compels us to dwell upon its pecu- 
liarities, and to notice those traits which appear as its essential 
characteristics. Our object is not, primarily, to show its defects 
and faults, but to prove that it is not of Dime authority. In 
proving this, it is absolutely necessary to show, by a comparison 
with the law and the prophets, as the unerring standard of 
right and wrong, that the system is bad. We know, and have 
more than once admitted, that as it is not a mere human 
invention, but a corruption of a divinely revealed religion, 
it must contain much that is good. But this admission no more 
justifies the system, than a small quantity of gold in a mixed 
metal would prove that the whole mass is gold. And this 
comparison may be well illustrated by the holy day con- 
stitutions, which have lately occupied our attention. The 
concluding paragraph of these constitutions contains several 
beautiful and pious precepts ; as, for example, after the 
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command to rejoice on such, days, and to provide nuts and 
sueh-like things for the children, new clothes and ornaments 
for the women, and good eating and drinking for the men, we 
read as follows : — 

□imb -12b b'Dsnb 2"n nmtzn s'lntim 

wo wbi bsnrm? 0 bns o^asn ine? cv mabsbn 
nparai b'Dsa wsi intrsi van cv nman bo'is'i 
id-id nnaa? msa it r s jcd: oaVi □'"aub 
l'baiN bo cnb d'otn nnbo ermoT nasa ab« bsn 
: 'T2T c 2723b nnnb 'a isaa' 

“And when he eats and drinks, he is bound to feed the stranger, 
the orphan, and the widow, with the other poor. But he that 
bolts the doors of his house, and eats and drinks with his 
children and his wife, but does not furnish meat and drink to the 
poor and afflicted, is not to be regarded as having fulfilled the 
commandment; on the contrary, his joy is that of a glutton, 
and of such persons it is said, ‘Their sacrifices shall be unto 
them as the bread of mourners ; all that eat thereof shall be 
polluted : for their bread for their soul shall not come into the 
house of the Lord/ (Hos. ix. 4.)” (Arbah Turim, 529.) This 
makes a merciful provision for the poor, and as teaching all 
who partake of the good things of this w r orld to remember their 
poorer brethren, is worthy of praise and imitation. We know 
also that this charity is practised by all devout J ews in every 
part of the world, and that they are on this account entitled to 
the respect of all who can appreciate benevolence. But the 
reason why every believer in revelation will approve this 
commandment is, because it accords with the Word of God. 
Moses has made this precept a part of his law : “ The stranger, 
and the fatherless, and the widow, which are within thy gates, 
shall come, and shall eat and be satisfied ; that the Lord thy 
God may bless thee in all the work of thine hand which thou 
doest.” (Deut. xiv. 29.) And in the New Testament there is 
found a similar command : “ When thou makest a dinner or a 
supper, call not thy friends, nor thy brethren, neither thy 
kinsmen nor thy rich neighbours ; lest they also bid thee again, 
and a recompense be made thee. But when thou makest a 
feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind ; and thou 
shalt be blessed; for they cannot recompense thee; for thou 
shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just.” (Luke xiv. 
12 — 14). But excellent as this rabbinical commandment is in 
itself, it loses considerably when interpreted according to the 
system. A person acquainted only with the law of Moses, or 
the doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth, would say, that one of the 
most lovely features in the command is the universal love 
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inculcated towards the stranger as well as the Israelites. But 
an acquaintance with the oral law would compel him to retract 
this commendation, for there universally the stranger is 
interpreted to mean, “a proselyte to Judaism,” as for instance — 

>r\w rrrotpn nnn omm wna? -on nans 
nnsi . D'Si bbsn sinti? raca nns . ntm? rvnsa 
: -on ns nmnsi mas minm -12 sintr 02a 

“ To love the stranger who comes, and is gathered under the 
wings of the Shechinah, is to fulfil two affirmative precepts ; 
one, because he is included in the number of those considered 
I ‘ neighbours/ and a second, because the law says, ‘ Ye shall 
love the stranger/ ” (Hilchoth Deoth. c. vi. 4.) Here, then, 
that comprehensive word “ stranger ” is narrowed down to the 
signification “ religious proselyte,” and abundance of similar 
passages have already been given in Nos. 4 and 5. But even 
with this great drawback we admit that there is much to 
be commended in the above commandment. We are quite 
willing to recognize all the good which we can, and therefore 
add another passage or two which deserve notice. 

bam Tan cnrob ctrn -ie?n cmTonn ms 
E'a-oa irn'i mv ts annas nm invs?T arrmn 
naba msn nasn . anas ass rrapnb C'nasan 
mn abian nnas s^n -p as ms:m innate- naa 
na p cm arm nam n'-ins tm >a ban sin iss 
: nnn nnnH y-sts nrann anan nnas n'nn 

“It is a characteristic of the pious, who set the Lord always 
before them, and in all their ways acknowledge him, that in tne 
time of their joy they multiply still more the blessings and 
praises of the Holy One, blessed be He, who makes them 
to rejoice. At such a season, too, a man ought to think, if 
such be the joy of this world, which is vanity, for it is 
followed by sorrow and trouble, what will be the joy of the 
world to come, which is everlasting, and to which no sorrow 

I can succeed.” (Arbah Turim, ibid.) This passage also, as 
resting upon the unsophisticated Word of God, must receive 
unqualified assent. The character of the pious is here 
beautifully described by the union of two passages of 
Scripture. They are those “ who set the Lord always before 
them,” (Ps. xvi. 8,) and who “ in all their ways acknow- 
ledge him.” (Prov. iii. 6.) God grant that all, both Jews 
and Christians, may earnestly endeavour to realize this 
character. The piety of this passage is equalled by the 
prudence of one of their police regulations for the three 
great feasts. 
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c^nnite vn'cr a'bnn cmite -rnrnb ra yo^n 
laapn' sbtr nrinan bn c-dt-bi mam D'BDnai 
tn-rar '-pb isian ntm n'tns mntebi biBHb ntr 

“ The tribunal is bound, at the three feasts, to appoint officers 
for the purpose of going about and inspecting gardens, and 
parks, and rivers, that men and women may not congregate in 
such places to eat and drink, and be led to commit sin.” If 
the authors of the oral law had confined themselves to such 
commandments as these, there would be but little to blame. 
But unfortunately the good and useful precepts bear but a 
small proportion to the whole, and are often directly counter- 
acted by the peculiar principles of the system. The above 
general description of piety is unexceptionable, but the detail 
of the requirements, even for the holy day alone, is such as 
must effectually pervert and distort the features there delineated. 
How can a man have a just idea of setting the Lord always 
before him, who thinks that a cunning evasion of Goa’s 
commandments is permitted, as was shown in the last number? 
Or how can a man be said to acknowledge God, when his mind 
is filled and occupied with the manifold and perplexing cere- 
monies of man’s institution ? Of these inventions many have 
already been given, but more remain, and the Jewish Prayer- 
book for the passover especially reminds us of one. 

: pb'tran amr m 

“ The laws of the mixture for the cooking of victuals.” The 
oral law has made it unlawful on the holy day to prepare food 
for the Sabbath. 

T'btrani ]'Bis y>s rots anr nvnb bnts am or* 

: natea -innb bais smte na am ora 

“ When a holy day falls on the eve of the Sabbath, it is 
unlawful to bake or to cook on that day what is to be eaten on 
the morrow, Le. on the Sabbath.” (Hilchoth Jom. Tov. c. vi. 
1.) This law may of course create a great inconvenience, for 
if nothing remains after the meals of the holy day, there will 
be no food for the Sabbath, and on that day the law of Moses 
forbids all cooking. And, strange to say, the evasion which is 
allowed at other times is here forbidden. A man is not permit- 
ted to cook a surplus of victuals under the pretence that it is for 
the holy day. Another and more solemn mode of evasion has 
been invented, and is thus prescribed in the Jewish Prayer- 
book — 

3TO mtrrb I'D'Ti ts n ova nos any bn aw 
nn'btr nan ■pnp'ib . intern idi . mip ybaran 
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nms yrroai mbs n2'2 “is 2122 in Vann moi 
: '131 rvan bmi . nsan bi? 

Of which D. Levi gives the following translation, which 
though not very literal, is preferable to a new one, as occurring 
in an authorized edition of the Jewish prayers : — 

“ If the first day of the festival happens on the Thursday, 
the following ceremony is observed. On the day preceding 
the festival, the master of every family takes a whole cake and 
a piece of meat, fish, or a roasted egg ; and having delivered 
them to one standing by, to denote that all the other Jews in 
the city that may have forgotten to make the mixture shall, 
nevertheless, have the benefit of the said mixture, so as to be 
able to prepare on the festival what is necessary for the 
Sabbath, he then says the following : — 

nunp -itt?N nbiun -[bo iivtbN " nnN *71-12 

: 21-12 ni2n by 12121 vniscn 
N2S2t2Nbi sbtmbi NS'nb Nib 'no? Nrr N21-137 pirn 

H2t3 HBVD N2D12 h>3 122 »bl N22C2 NpbtNbl 

: riNin -222 cmn bN-iap bDbi 12b . Nratrb 

“ Blessed art thou, O Lord, our God ! King of the universe, 
who has sanctified us with thy commandments, and com- 
manded us concerning the mixture.” 

“ By this mixture it shall be allowable for us to bake, boil, and 
to keep the victuals warm : to light up lights, and to do, and 
prepare all things necessary, on the festival for the Sabbath ; 
we, and all Israel that dwell in this city.” (Levi’s Prayers, 
vol. v. pp. 4, 5.) Now, against this ceremony several and 
serious objections may be made. First, if it be absolutely un- 
lawful on the holy day to cook for the Sabbath-day, how is the 
unlawfulness removed by going through a trifling ceremony, 
and repeating a few words P The cooking is, in the sight of 
God, either lawful or unlawful. If lawful, then this ceremony 
is utterly useless, and the solemn calling upon God is only 
a solemn profanation. If unlawful, then nothing but a 
dispensation from Israel’s great lawgiver, God himself, can 
make it lawful. Any thing short of this must, by every honest 
man, be regarded either as an evasion, or a bold and wilful 
transgression. Secondly, the unlawfulness on which this 
ceremony is founded, is altogether of man’s making — God has 
nowhere forbidden the Jews to prepare for Sabbath on the holy 
day. The Scribes have here as elsewhere dared to add to the 
law of God. 

bt»2b t'412’' NbtD 'H2 D'lDID '*UTD HI IIO^NI 
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boon 13's naa?b sin -iaim bps; .binb aits era 

: binb pa? ba 

“ This prohibition is of the words of the Scribes, that a 
man may not be led to prepare on a holy day for a common 
day. For if he feel it unlawful to cook for Sabbath, still more 
will he feel this for a common day.” (Hilchoth Jom.Toy.vi. 1.) 
Here it is plainly confessed that the prohibition is not from 
God hut from man. A reason is assigned for this addition, 
which is unsatisfactory, and shows that the Scribes thought 
the law imperfect, and themselves wiser than God. They 
were afraid, if men got into a habit of cooking on the holy 
day for the following day, when that day was the Sabbath, 
they might get into the habit of cooking generally for the 
following day, and thus cook for common days. But did 
not God foresee this possibility, and know the frailty of 
human nature just as well as the rabbiesP why then did 
he not take this precaution himself? If this precaution 
be absolutely necessary, as it was not given by God, it will 
necessarily follow that God did not give that which was 
necessary, and therefore that the law of God was imperfect 
until it was mended by the rabbies. If the law, as given 
by God, be perfect, and who can deny it without blasphemy, 
then this precaution of the rabbies is useless, and they are 
proved guilty of making additions to the law of God, and 
of imposing needless burdens on the consciences of their 
brethren. If this ceremony were left to the free will of 
every individual, it would be very different, but it is im- 
posed as an indispensable duty, and a man pronounced a 
sinner if he does not comply. 

nana? mbs msn irsi 2 U?b ib -iDEPsa? 'a 
13'si i?a?is sip3 -pm bra ba? larai? by -paob 

: in ssv 

“He who can make the mixture, and does not, but chooses 
to depend on the mixture made by the great men of the 
city, is called a sinner, and has not fulfilled his duty.” 
(Arbah Turim, 527.) Here then his conscience is burdened, 
but further, he may be exposed to considerable inconvenience, 
to escape from which he is driven again to a prescribed 
exercise of artifice and guile. 

ib imn :mbi ^Vtinn avvs nan mba? 'a 
map *p niEsbi ba?ab ib nosa? taa ?2 anns 
ba?ab iaarb nana? *msb -iidsi . nos ibasai 
m Haaia? . ib mp^a? -a? nan sba? mb mssbi 
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ins in' 1 nm es7 in:p nnts ibti? ncisi btcaa 
: n:nnn rr:n sbty mb -p 

“ He that has not performed the ceremony of the mixture 
for himself, and for whom others have not done it, as it is 
unlawful for him to boil or to bake, so his flour and food 
are unlawful ; and it is unlawful for another, who has 
performed the ceremony for himself, to boil and bake for 
such an one until he buy for himself. Then he may boL 
and bake of his own, for he has bought it, and if he please 
may make a present of it to the other.” Here of course 
the purchase is fictitious. In like maner it is unlawful 
for him to light the Sabbath candle. This would be a 
great misfortune, and a learned rabbi has accordingly found 
out a remedy of the same kind. 

nm Dcnb bia'tt? pToatana msa "in sro 
is pbn •crranbi cv> nj?aa ib'ss naa vzn me? 

: nb'bn 

“ Rabbi Meyer, of Rothenburg, has said in his writings, 
that a man may seek for something in the room by the 
light of a candle, yea though it be still day, and then leave 
it lighting until night.” (Arbah Turim, 527.) We ask the 
Jews seriously to consider this specimen of rabbinical 
wisdom and conscientiousness. A man who has not per- 
formed the ceremony of the mixture dare not do what God 
has allowed him to do, he dare not light the candle for 
Sabbath, that is, if he does it honestly and openly, he 
would, according to the oral law, commit a sin. But* then 
he may do this same thing by using guile and deceit, which 
God has forbidden, and then according to these same teachers, 
the act is lawful. He may light a candle under pretence 
of searching . for something, even though he has the day- 
light, and therefore evidently does not w T ant it for that 
purpose, and then he can leave it lighting. Thus the oral 
law teaches that the neglect of a mere human invention is 
a greater sin than guile and deceit. Is not this to strain 
at a gnat and to swallow a camel? But some Rabbinist 
may say, if the oral law encourages guile and deceit, why 
does it forbid the employment of guile in the preparation 
of food for the Sabbath, as has been stated above? This 
is a curious point, and deserves attention. The oral law 
says, if food be left after the meals of the holy day, it is 
lawful to eat it on the Sabbath, provided that no guile be 
used; but it* guile be used, it is unlawful. Whereas, if a 
man wilfully neglect the ceremony of the mixture, and 
cook notwithstanding for the Sabbath he may lawfully 
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eat what he has prepared. This has at first sight, the 
appearance of wishing to discourage guile, but the reasons, 
given for this decision, show that this is far from being 
the case. 

bs nos sbi o'-iran by iidsi rrann nabi 
jwira ban isra: O'-iyrib rmn caw man 
maa m'w man bas . 'p’rann 'ana ate spnam 
: mns caa naa' sb ern iaa dsi 

“ What is the reason that they were more severe upon him 
that used guile than upon the wilful transgressor, and made 
it unlawful for the former, but not for the latter? The 
reason is this, if they had pronounced it lawful for him 
that uses guile, all would use guile, and the very name 
of mixture for food would perish. On the other hand, a 
wilful transgressor is rare, and if he transgresses to-day, 
he wdll not transgress again.” The employment of guile, 
then, is not forbidden because it is odious in the sight of 
God and man, but simply from the fear that it might operate 
prejudicially upon the observance of a rabbinic command. 
Such is and must be the effect of multiplying religious 
ceremonies, and imposing them upon the conscience as 
necessary to salvation. The conscience becomes burdened, 
and beset with difficulties, and is glad of any refuge or relief, 
even though it should be derived from artifice and deceit. 
Artifice is at last made lawful, or even prescribed, as we 
have seen in many intances, and then religion, which God 
intended as a remedy for our moral disease, becomes itself 
a new source of infection. But if any burdened conscience 
should awake and become sensible of the cheat that has 
been put upon it by the oral law, the probability is that 
it will cast off religion altogether, and mistake Moses too 
for a companion of the Scribes and Pharisees ; and thus 
many a rabbinical Jew has been led to utter infidelity. 

But there is still a third objection to be urged against this 
ceremony of the mixture, and that is, that it prescribes a form 
of thanksgiving to God for appointing that which he never 
appointed : “ Blessed art thou, O Lord our God! King of the 

universe! who has sanctified us with thy commandments, and 
commanded us concerning the mixture.” Where has God 
commanded the mixture ? Where, from one end of the law to 
the other, or in the prophets, is there one word about this 
ceremony? It is from first to last a pure invention of the 
Scribes. God never appointed it. This prayer, then, contains 
a positive untruth, and thus the ignorant and unlearned are 
deceived, and taught even in the solemn act of public worship 
to believe that God has commanded what he never commanded. 
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The minds of children, too, are thus imbued with the command- 
ments of men, and taught in the language of prayer to stamp 
the divine authority upon the invention of the Scribes and 
Pharisees. And this is done not only in the forests of Poland, 
or on the uncivilized coasts of Barbary, hut here in England. 
This ceremony and this prayer are prescribed in the two 
editions of the Jewish prayer-hook, published by Levi and 
Alexander. In this country, where full liberty of conscience 
prevails, the language of the synagogue is just the same as in 
the darkest and most oppressed regions of the habitable globe. 
The Jewish children are still taught to bless God for giving 
what he never gave, and the sacred voice of prayer still 
consecrates the intolerance, the errors, and the absurdities of 
the oral law. In other countries, where the circumstances 
were not so favourable, the Jews have made more than one 
attempt to renounce and repudiate the errors of the Talmud. 
But in England, whether from listlessness or from a love to 
these Talmudic doctrines, we do not presume to say, nothing 
has been done either by the German or the Portuguese Jews. 
In England the Talmud still maintains its empire of error and 
uncharitableness, and spiritual tyranny, and not one individual 
has dared publicly to protest against it. We ask the Jews 
seriously to consider this matter, and to compare the extracts 
which we give with Moses and the prophets ; if the oral law 
agrees with that which is confessedly the Word of God, then 
we beg of them to explain the lawfulness of using guile, of 
inventing new commandments, and enforcing them with the 
severest punishments. But if they decide that these things are 
altogether forbidden by God, then we call upon them to protest 
aloud against these adulterations of revealed truth. 




No. XVI.* 

INTOLERANCE OF RABBINIC PRAYERS. 

In our last number we ventured to say, that in the English 
synagogues “ The sacred voice of prayer still consecrates the 
intolerance, the errors, and the absurdities of the oral law 
and we gave an instance in proof of our assertion. But to some 

* The British Jews of Burton-street Synagogue have expunged from their 
prayers the intolerance here complained of. 
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Israelites, who have overlooked the contents of their Prayer- 
book, this assertion may require more proof; we therefore, 
proceed to give it, and first of all with regard to intolerance. 
In the ceremonial for the first two evenings of the Passover, in 
the midst of the rejoicings and thanksgivings, which the 
memory of their great deliverance naturally calls forth, wo 
suddenly find the following prayer : — 

bsi -pin 1 ' ^b -it£ 7 N bs Tnian -pst? 

sps' 1 ns bas 'o : is-ip sb -joan -itrN msbaia 
"jcn ynm "fc3?T cn'bs 71BD . iau?n irm nsi 
: n 'aw nnna DT'atwn jynn . war* 

“ Pour out thy -wrath upon the heathen that have not known 
thee, and upon the kingdoms that have not called upon thy* 
name. For they have devoured Jacob, and laid waste his 
dwelling place. (Psalm lxxix. 6, 7.) Pour out thine indig- 
nation upon them, and let thy wrathful anger take hold of them. 
(Psalm lxix. 24.) Persecute them in anger, and destroy them 
from under the heavens of the Lord.” (Lament, iii. 66.) Here 
are three passages of Scripture, taken from their context, and 
joined together to make one prayer. In their context, and 
with reference to the times for which those portions of Scripture 
were given by God, they are intelligible. After the destruction 
of Jerusalem by the Romans, whilst the Jewish mind was still 
in a state of violent excitement against the authors of that 
calamity, such an imprecation may appear natural. During 
the persecutions of the Crusaders or the Inquisition it might be 
excusable, but in the present time and circumstances it is 
indefensible. Who are the heathen and the kingdoms, whom 
the offerers of these petitions wish to be pursued with God’s 
wrath, and to be destroyed from under the heavens ? Are 
they the Christians, or the heathen idolaters of Africa and 
India? The Mahometans profess a faith in the Unity very 
similar to that of the later rabbies : they, therefore, cannot be 
intended. If it be said that the idolatrous heathen are here 
intended, we must still protest against the intolerance of this 
imprecation ; why should the Jews wish for their destruction ? 
What evil did these poor ignorant people ever do to the Jews 
in England, that they should pray for their destruction rather 
than their conversion ? If it be said, that nobody at all is 
intended in the present day, why, we would ask, is it still 
made a part of the Passover ceremonial ? We have before us 
several copies of the Haggadah, some printed very lately, and 
it occurs in them all. 

If this were the only passage of the kind to be found in 
the liturgies of the synagogue, it might perhaps admit of 
palliation or excuse, but it is only one of a similar class, all 
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breathing the same spirit. In the morning service for the 
second day of the Passover, as translated by D. Levi, we 
find another more fearful still. 

2112 13H3T ESI . Ctt? "pS'E! lab bs HYT m3 

nn . canm Tina bip nsstt? yaw «3S . nuna 
nba' crp-nsi . edy abna niDjJi . con: mo 

! DE7K2 

“ Hasten, 0 my beloved, to where thy heart and eyes are ; 
and though we have cast off that that is good and pleasant, yet 
hear the roaring raging voice of those that oppress thy people ; 
satiate the clods with their blood ; manure the earth with their 
fat ; and let the stench of their carcasses ascend.” (Levi’s 
Prayers, vol. 5, fol. 142.) The translation is D. Levi’s, so that 
it cannot be said, that the sense has been misrepresented or 
distorted for polemical purposes. It is the translation of a 
Jew, and of a Jew in England, and the title-page tells us that it 
is the second edition “ carefully revised and corrected, and 
illustrated by Isaac Levi.” The title-page also says, “ As read 
in their synagogues and used in their families.” Is not this 
prayer intolerant ? Is there any thing like it in the New 
Testament, or in our Christian Prayer-books ? And yet we are 
told that modem Judaism is more tolerant than Christianity, 
and that it teaches charity to all men. Let not the Jews think 
that we impute this spirit to the whole nation. No such thing. 
This passage is quoted as a specimen of the spirit of the oral law 
and its authors, who not only were possessed of this spirit of 
resentment, but so overwhelmed with it, as to transfuse it into 
their addresses to the God of mercy, and to prescribe it as a 
part of the public worship of the congregation. Whenever 
introduced, there it still remains, as a testimony to the spirit of 
the first opposers of Jesus of Nazareth, and as a portion of the 
liturgic sendee of the synagogue. In these passages, however, 
it does not appear what nations are intended; no name or 
particular characteristic is given, though the allusion, in the last 
quoted prayer, to Isaiah xxxiv., naturally leads the reader to 
thi n k of Edom ; but in other places a more definite form is 
prescribed, from which we find that Edom is the great object 
of hatred. 

c'-isa -pro nb'b msm . nun bw cniDB b'b 

: nsna nisrv errs by -1122 . hipe 

“ God divideth the night of preservation, when in the midst of 
the night he went forth through the land of Egypt : may the 
mighty God also divide it concerning Edom.” (Levi, ibid. fol. 
7.) Ihis is a petition that God would do to Edom as he did 
unto Egypt. Again, a little further on we read, 
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'an . cvrKi ns -pa . tans ba mn sin nos 

: nos an 

“ On the Passover, a sharp sword shall fall on Edom, by the 
hand of him who is white and ruddy, as in the days of the 
feast of Passover.” (Ibid. fol. 10.) And so throughout the 
prayers there are frequent allusions to this subject, as for 
instance— 

. lnavi sbann vsna . ma-naa sip' eta 
Tata naa . msbaa pa 1 ' isddi . maaba Ktaann 
: mapa in' ransa . imana 

“ Then will his name be pronounced as it is written : when the 
other half mil complete the word ; his dominion also will be 
greatly exalted, and his throne be completely established; when 
i he shall smite the descendants of Esau, and take vengeance 
on his enemies.” (Ibid. fol. 214.) But these are sufficient to 
show that Edom is the great object of antipathy, and of course 
the great question is, whom do the Jews understand by Edom ? 
Let the most famous of their rahhies instruct us in this matter, 
and first let us hear Maimonides : — 

cup Kin dpi on nmy d^ps 

di' T«a canaa nnbi nNtab -nos "p'sb cth 
ptaKl QV V'CS'I natal nata baata 'tata DPI 'ta'an 
capa baa nos Ninta aasa 

“ The Edomites are idolaters, and the first day of the week is 
the day of their festival ; therefore it is forbidden to have 
commerce with them in the land of Israel, on the fifth and 
sixth day of every week. It is not necessary to say that the 
first day itself is every where unlawful.” (Hilchoth Accum. c. 
ix. 4.) There is but one class of religionists who observe the 
first day of the week as sacred. Now let us hear Kimehi. In 
his commentary on Joel iii. 19, “ Egypt shall be a desolation, 
and Edom shall he a desolate wilderness, for the violence 
against the children of Judah, because they have shed innocent 
blood in their land he says, 

maba naaa nn«i c'bsaata' maaa cnaa nat 
taps' 1 rrc nnaaan ran maasn 'no? nbsi . 'art 
rtsa'an snrn tom nbisan na -ta na^nm cm 
'an naaba 'a Taaa nr -iasa .... bN'ai nasnaa 
aaa cm o'aa ana aaaanata v, aasa nans can 
ba campa mbNaata' mabaa p oa aaaanata 

: ip'an 
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“ The prophet mentions Egypt and Edom : Egypt, on account 
of the Turks, and Edom, on account of the Roman empire ; and 
these two have now had dominion for a long time, and will 
continue until the redemption. This is the fourth beast in the 

visions of Daniel And this is said, because the majority 

of the Roman empire is composed of Edomites. For although 
many other nations are mixed among them, as is also the case 
with the Turkish empire, they are called after the root.” 
Kimchi then fixes Edom upon tne Roman empire, in which he 
evidently includes the Greek empire, for he wrote in the 12th 
century, long before the Constantinopolitan dynasty was 
overturned. Aben Esra gives a similar interpretation on the 
blessing of Esau. 

annan nais pi nine mta s'n lanban® pm 
1E7S3 io2»3 p maba N'm niro to dpi 
masnc? -i2DO 'na D'tns vm bs'n iddd 'nan's 
's'3 'an ra'asn -itssai mbs imatrtp a?'sa 
mi 2 ibn b?3 can mn be anna? I'aasaoaip 
Vin nannn rmnn naana? cbpc vn sbi .a?'sn 
: nns msba 'on nsipa p bi? n'asa D'onso 

“ Rome, which led us away captive, is of the seed of Kittim, 
and so the Targumist has said, in Numbers xxiv. 24, 4 And 
ships shall come from the coast of Kittim.’ And this is the 
same as the Greek monarchy, as I have explained in the book 
of Daniel ; and there were very few who believed on the man 
of whom they made a god. But when Rome believed in the 
days of Constantine, who changed the whole religion, and put 
an image of that man upon his standard, there were none in 
the world who observed the new law except a few Edomites, 
therefore Rome is called the kingdom of Edom.” (Comment, 
on Gen. xxix.) We do not now stop to refute the false state- 
ments which Aben Ezra here makes. Every one that knows 
anything of history, knows that in less than a century after the 
time of Jesus of Nazareth, the Christian religion nad made 
great progress in the whole Roman empire, and that the 
propagation of the new law, as Aben Ezra calls it, before the 
time of Constantine, was more rapid and more extensive than 
after his conversion. Our business at present is with his 
interpretation of the word Edom ; he says plainly that Edom 
and Edomites mean the Christians. Now let us hear 
Abarbanel : — 

nmaan nns 71s ba mb s^btp inn nisi 
DB7D nsancia? naisn be an so spin sci v sb 
nm nvn enron nais s'm nbmn bra ncaonn 

: ens '33D nntr 
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“ From this you may learn that the prophet (Obadiah) did 
not prophesy only against the land of Edom, which is in 
the neighbourhood of the land of Israel, but also against that 
people which branches off from thence, and is spread through the 
whole world, and that is the people of the Christians in this 
our day, for they are of the children of Edom.” (Comment, on 
Obadiah.) Here, then, we have Maimonides, Kimchi, Aben 
Ezra, and Abarbanel, all giving the same interpretation, and 
all asserting that Edom means the Christians. According to 
this interpretation, then, the above dreadful imprecations are 
for the destruction of the Christians. Is this tolerant or charit- 
able P Is this in accordance with Moses’ account of the Divine 
character — “ Merciful and gracious, long-suffering, and abun- 
dant in goodness and truth ?” Are these the petitions that 
poor sinful creatures ought to offer when they assemble for the 
worship of the Creator of all flesh? Above all, are they 
suitable in an English synagogue, and in the present day ? 
You may say that Kimchi and those other commentators, lived 
in the times of Popery, and that Edom only means the Roman 
Catholic Christians. But what will those J ews say who live in 
Rome itself, and France, and Bavaria, and other Roman 
Catholic countries ? You may think them in error, so do we, 
but we cannot for that pray that God “ would satiate the clods 
with their blood, manure the earth with their fat, and cause 
the stench of their carcases to ascend.” We could not utter 
such an imprecation against the cannibals of New Zealand, 
nor the man-stealers of Africa. But if you say that you do 
not offer up these petitions against the Christians, whether 
Protestant or Romanist, may we ask against whom then are 
they directed ? And what are your thoughts when you hear 
these petitions read, and join in them in the synagogue ? The 
literal Edom was destroyed long since ; the children of Edom 
have long since been utterly lost. Where are their posterity 
now to be found ? The above-named rabbies say the Romans 
were descended from Edom, but where is their proof, either from 
the Bible or from profane history ? But suppose it was so, how 
will that prove that the Greeks, the French, the Germans, or 
the inhabitants of the British isles are thus descended ? The 
truth is, there is no historical evidence whatever to give even 
a colour to this assertion respecting Rome. The rabbies found 
dreadful denunciations of wrath against Edom in the prophets, 
particularly in Obadiah and the thirty-fourth of Isaiah, and 
they thought that Rome and the Christians deserved such 
punishment more than any one else ; they therefore applied 
them to these objects of their antipathy. As far as authentic 
history wall carry us, the descendants of the Edomites are to be 
sought for rather amongst the Jews themselves, than amongst 
any other people ; for the last that we read of the Edomites is, 
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that they were subdued by John Hyreanus, and converted to 
Judaism at the point of the sword.* Amongst the Jews, then, 
their descendants have ever since continued, and strange 
enough some of them may now be offering in the synagogue 
these imprecations against themselves. But, however that be, 
the prophecies against Edom do certainly not apply to the 
Christian religion, which was not Edomitical, but altogether 
Jewish in its origin. Jesus of Nazareth was a Jew, and his 
apostles and first disciples from a province of Judea as remote 
a s possible from Edom. And even if the rabbies could prove 
that Home is Edom, still this will have nothing to do with the 
other nations who are no wise descended from, or connected 
with that city or people. 

We are not ignorant of the many prophecies against Edom, 
but, however many or severe, they form no justification of these 
prayers, even if the rabbies know who is intended. God is 
a merciful God, as well as a just Judge, and when he arises to 
judgment, or when he utters a denunciation of wrath, we may 
be sure that he does all in truth and righteousness. But that 
furnishes no excuse for the sons of men who presumptuously 
take upon themselves to call down God’s wrath by prayer, or 
to offer themselves as the executioners of his anger. The 
Word of God contains many denunciations of wrath against the 
Jews, but this does not justify the nations who have persecuted 
and oppressed them. What would the Jews think of us if we 
collected all the fearful passages in the twenty-sixth chapter of 
Leviticus, and the twenty-eight of Deuteronomy, and wove them 
into a prayer to call down God’s wrath upon the people of 
Israel ? What would they say if we appointed this form 
for the most solemn days, and for the time of our festivity ? 
Yet this is what the rabbies have done, and what the oral law 
prescribes, and therefore we say, that such teaching is not from 
God. And we say this, not simply because reason leads to this 
conclusion, but because such prayers are directly contrary to 
the express command of God. When he sent the Jews into 
captivity to Babylon, he did not tell them to pray that “ he 
might pour out his wrath” upon that city, and much less to 
“ satiate the clods with the blood ” of its inhabitants. On the 
contrary, he said — 

“ And seek the peace of the city whither I have caused you 
to be carried away captives, and pray unto the Lord for it : for 
in the peace thereof shall ye have peace.” (Jerem. xxix. 7.) 
Now how does this command agree with the above prayers ? 
Suppose even that the rabbies were right, and that Edom does 
mean Home, how can the Jews there pray for its peace and for 
its utter destruction at the same time ? Those prayers are 

* See Jost’s Geschichte, vol. i. 70 and 153. 
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utterly irreconcileable with this command of God, and there- 
fore furnish another proof of the error as well as the intolerance 
of the oral law. This was the object which we had peculiarly 
in view. We do not wish to burden every Israelite in London 
with this intolerance. Many are perhaps ignorant that such 
prayers are offered in the synagogue-^many overlook them 
through inattention, and many others disapprove of them. 
But in those who do know and disapprove, it is exceedingly 
inconsistent to join in them, or to remain silent. The spirit of 
these prayers is thus countenanced, and the intolerance handed 
down from generation to generation. Children go to the sy- 
nagogue, and hear these prayers offered ; they think as it is 
the language of prayer, of public prayer, of the prayers of Hie 
people of Israel, it must be right. What other conclusion can 
they form ? Thus they imbibe the same spirit, and thus the 
people of Israel are kept in bondage to the intolerance of 
by-gone generations. But some will say, We acknowledge 
that these prayers are contrary to the Bible. Remember, then, 
that in making this acknowledgment, you admit that the 
synagogue — yea, the whole nation of Jews, has been in error 
for many centuries. And if the Jewish nation has been 
universally mistaken upon so simple, yet essential, a point 
of religion as true charity, it is highly probable that they axe 
mistaken on other points too, especially those that are more dif- 
ficult and less obvious to human reason. But above all, 
remember that whilst the whole system of the oral law, in 
its precepts and prayers, has taught you to curse your enemies, 
Jesus of Nazareth has taught us to bless. “ Ye have heard 
that it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour, and hate 
thine enemy : but I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless 
them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray 
for them which despitefully use you, and persecute you.” (Matt, 
v. 43, 44.) “ Bless them which persecute you : bless, and curse 
not.” (Rom. xii. 14.) But some Israelites may still think that 
it is unfair to judge the oral law by this one service for the 
Passover. Such an one we would remind of the blessing of 
the Epicureans, as it is called, which he is bound to say — 

: cv banto nbon b22 

“ in every prayer, every day.” (Hilchoth T’phillah, c. ii. 2.) 

17313 ni? 27 i 'ani? bin mpn 'nn bs c' 3 ' 2 ?b»bi 
.'is'D'a mn»2 dv^d/ti inn' mnn n'-nm 112s' 
: trit D’a'is 12127 >n nns 1112 

“ O let the slanderers have no hope : all the wicked be an- 
nihilated speedily, and all the tyrants be cut off quickly; humble 
thou them quickly in our days. Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who 
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destroyed our enemies.” (Daily Prayers, fol. 36.) Here is the 
same utter want of mercy. No desire for their amendment, no 
prayer for their conversion, but an invocation of sudden wrath 
and destruction. And this the synagogue prescribes, not on 
its feasts only, hut every day; yea, and every time of prayer is 
to be marked by the voice of malediction. There is also an- 
other command relating to this daily malediction, which illus- 
trates still farther the spirit of the oral law. 

bTirv p'nn sbi bmm ns?m nn - .' mb© 
nmra nrta dni . vnrtn -ins w ni?© nn©i 

J ms Tias' t» Kbs ib ^rnaa fs 

: m np-iTj moiip^s sa© v»nnn 

“ If the reader in the synagogue should make a mistake, or 
be confused and not know where to begin, and delay for 
an hour, then let another rise up in his stead. But if he made 
the mistake with regard to the blessing of the Epicureans, he 
is not to be waited for, but let another instantly rise up in his 
I stead, for perhaps he is infected with Epicureanism.” (Ibid. c. 
x. 3.) According to this law, if the reader go w rong in in- 
voking a blessing, or offering up an intercessory prayer for 
mercy, such a petition may be delayed for a whole hour. But 
if this malediction should be the place of his mistake, there is to 
be no delay and no postponement. If the reader cannot offer 
it in time, another is to rise up immediately, and cry to heaven 
for a curse. 


No. XVII. 

RABBINIC LEGENDS IN THE SYNAGOGUE SERVICES. 

We have just considered the extraordinary command of the 
oral law, w hich provides, that, if the reader in the synagogue 
should make a mistake in reading the prayers, the congregation 
shall wait for him for an hour : except the mistake occur in 
cursing the Epicureans, for then, “ He is not be waited for, but 
let another instantly rise up in his stead, for he is, perhaps, 
infected w ith Epicureanism.” The special notice of this case is 
as honourable to the Jews as it is condemnatory of the oral law. 
It would appear from this that such mistakes had occurred. 
Readers in the synagogues have sometimes stumbled and 
stammered when they came to this fearful malediction. And 
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truly we are not surprised, if a man of piety, acquainted with 
God’s Word, should be overwhelmed in publicly cursing his 
fellow-men, and be unable to bring the words of imprecation 
over his lips. The care which the Scribes took to legislate for 
such an occurrence, implies an honourable testimony to the good 
feeling of the nation, though it strongly marks their own in- 
tolerance, and forms a striking contrast to the spirit inculcated 
in the teaching of Jesus of Nazareth. When his disciples 
asked him to teach them to pray, he taught them a short form ; 
but short as it was, it contained the petition, “ Forgive us our 
trespasses, as we forgive them that trespass against us,” and 
was followed by this admonition, “ For if ye forgive men their 
trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you. But if 
ye forgive not men their trespasses, neither will your Father 
forgive your trespasses.” (Matt. vi. 14, 15.) 

The intolerance which we have noticed, proves sufficiently 
that the religious ideas of the oral law have not been drawn 
from Moses and the prophets ; and this will appear still further 
from the absurd legends which are alluded to in the prayers of 
the synagogue, as if they were acknowledged verities. In the 
Liturgy for the feast of Pentecost, which is now approaching, 
we find more than one such allusion, to which we would most 
earnestly call your attention. And first of all, those prayers 
recognise the legend of Leviathan and Behemoth. In the 
morning service for that day the Jews repeat the following 
words : — 

sbibrs . KniaiNa tens p'mpbm ]Vh ro» 
ram -pno '3 ins im . smm -nta nm 'jmVr 
1i3 vtD-ip-> . Nrvimrra mom raa vm-ipn . snmp 
mmrn m-o mb mpa . sn-VDsm m.m.n mbapb 
p-inoa . Nnntin iprp ^pnab ptsD-is . snia-aia 
jiaaisN pimap V'T03 . smtttn Tirroi '3n 'by 
ma nan . Nrvn 'Dm 'm I'pssnai . smn: 

: snw3 ma mra: n'tz>s-nm 

Which D. Levi thus translates : — “ He will certainly bestow on 
us the portion which he hath promised us of old. The sporting 
of Leviathan with the ox of the high mountains,* when they 
shall approach each other and engage in battle. With his horn 
he thrusts at the mightiest beasts, but the Leviathan will leap 
towards him with his fins and great strength. His Creator 
will then approach him with his great sword, and will prepare 
him for an entertainment (or a banquet) for the righteous ; who 
will be seated at a table formed of jasper and carbuncle, with a 

* This alludes to room* See Job xl. 15, &c. D. Levi. 
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river of balm flowing before them. When they will delight 
themselves and be satiated with the bowls of wine prepared at 
the creation, and reserved in the wine-press.” In this portion 
of the Liturgy of the synagogue, there is a very plain reference 
to the battle between Behemoth and Leviathan. The felicity 
of the righteous in the world to come is also described, and a 
part of it is said to consist of the banquet which God will 
prepare for them from the flesh of Leviathan, when he shall 
have killed him. It is true that D. Levi has the following 
note on this banquet : “ All this is to be understood in a 
figurative sense, and by no means literally, as several Christian 
commentators have done, and thus cast undeserved reproach 
on the Rabbinical writers.” But he has neither given us his 
authority, nor his reasons for this assertion ; nor has he ex- 
plained the meaning of the figure. We should be glad to 
know what ninety-nine out of every hundred Jews understand 
when they hear this read in the synagogue. What do they 
understand by the name Behemoth? What by Leviathan? 
What by God’s killing him ? WRat by preparing him as a 
banquet for the righteous? But however Jews in the present 
day may explain it away, there can be little doubt how the 
authors of this hymn and the Jews of old understood it. In the 
Talmud we have the following account of these two great 
beasts : — 

12lbl3?2 n" 2 pi 1 - S12E7 b-3 21 “IDS min'' 21 1ES 
©rra ■jmb'i m 2 t£?ra ]mb *]« . CS 12 rnpai 12 ? 
mb n? pppta t-sbsabsi csi2 rapai 127 pribps 

dtd’ mpn ns?? nn . ibi2: nbi3?n b2 ]'2nn» 

si 2 b Trrjb a'pnsb nrtbai n 2 pan ns aim 12 m ns 
mn 2 mam ^si . era ia?s pnn ns aim lasatp 
i' 2 'ina ntb nt pppta sbabsi CS 12 nnpai 221 *)bs 
pan 22 'n di'd n"2pn nt»37 nn ibi2 cbi3?n b2 
: si 2 b 11137 b n'pnsb maan n 2 p:n 

“ It. Judah said, Rav said, Everything that God created in 
this world he created male and female. And thus he did with 
Leviathan the piercing serpent, and Leviathan the crooked 
serpent, he created them male and female. But if they had 
been united, they would have desolated the entire world. 
AVhat, then, did the Holy One do ? He took away the strength 
of the male Leviathan, and slew the female and salted her for 
the righteous for the time to come, for it is said, * And he shall 
slay the whale (or dragon) that is in the sea.’ (Isaiah xxvii. 1.) 
In like manner with regard to Behemoth upon a thousand 
mountains, he created them male and female, but if they had 
been united they would have desolated the entire world. 

G 3 
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What then did the Holy One do ? He took away the strength 
of the male Behemoth, and made the female barren, and 
preserved her for the righteous for the time to come.” — (Bava 
Bathra, fol. 74, col. 2.) In this narrative there are no marks 
of allegory. The creation of the world is not an allegory, but 
a fact. The creating of living creatures male and female is 
another fact. The weakening of the male and the salting of 
the female to prevent the desolation of the world, does not look 
like a figure. The Jewish commentators certainly take the 
matter very seriously, and speak of the creation of Leviathan, 
not as of an allegory, hut as of a real occurrence. Thus It. 
Moses, the son of Nachman, in his commentary on the words, 
“ And God made great whales,” after describing the great size, 
adds, — 

pmab sin obaian na'ann -a aias aa^naaia 
nnbaa napan aim napaa iaa nsiata aaaa nan 
mn sb m aoa '3 itass . saab mnab ta'p'Hsb 
: iaa aiaa sb '3 p 'mi cm las^ta nsi 

u And our rabbies have said that ‘ the great whales’ mean Le- 
viathan and his mate, for God created them male and female, 
but slew the female, and salted her for the righteous for the time 
to come : and perhaps this is the reason why the words, * And 
it was so,’ are not added, for they (the race of Leviathan) did 
not continue.” (Com. in Gen. i. 21.) From this it is evident 
that the famous rabbi knew nothing of an allegory, for he 
makes this legend the reason why certain words used after the 
other works of creation are not here applied. In like manner 
Abarbanel speaks of this same pair of living creatures as real, 
and as possibly belonging to the class of great whales. 

aansn ins 1 ' ins 3 nama 71a? n aamn bba csa 
rippn nna an '3 n'shnna na'a cm ntan siata 
i3 in mi ins na^son pisa aiasta aaaa nbaia 
Kama Kna^em nabas sp mn sin saar san 
mpa maa ba Knbn mb sami siaaa s>nnb 
p^ann p'pbDa s^n snao' n sanao . maba saas 
mm sb -sa “psnmsa siaaai maa cn pbcaa 
nra msa^aa . pb aaaa mn pb saipa sna^eo 
naa pub basa . na^asa E'n nv nvn na aiso'' 
c'caDabsana? na'n na a'n nbsa aamaai aiara? aaat 
D'paaa taraaa man nnasb aon^ aaaa aaa 
: nan napna onb nna ?'sa naanna 

“ But if the Scripture class creeping things and fish together, 
then this verse tells us that God created various species, 
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for some of them are great whales, as is said in the 5th 
chapter of Bava Bathra, ‘ Kabbah Bar Bar Channa says, Once 
upon a time we were sailing in a ship, and we saw that 
fish upon whose back the sand remains and rushes grow ; 
we thought it was terra firma, and landed, and remained 
there and cooked. But when the fish’s back grew warm, 
he turned round, and if the ship had not been at hand we 
must have been drowned.’ They that go down to the sea 
in ships in the present time tell similar stories : and perhaps 
the Leviathan and his mate, mentioned by our rabbies, 
belonged to this species. However, the philosophers of 
the children of our people attribute to this chapter matter 
deeper than philosophy, but which we do not want in 
this place.” (Com. in Gen. i. 21.) It is true that Abarbanel 
here distinctly admits the existence of mysteries in that 
chapter of the Talmud. But it is equally plain, that he 
considered the Leviathan, mentioned by the rabbies, not as 
an allegory, but a real creation ; and therefore assigned 
it to the same class as the wonderful fish seen by Bar Bar 
Channa, unless we take his words as a sly insinuation, that 
the story of Leviathan is about as true as that narrated 
by the veracious rabbi. 

These two great rabbies, then, did not take the legend 
of Leviathan figuratively; and we might add some other 
similar testimonies, but that Behemoth also claims a share 
of our attention, and an inquiry into his nature will con- 
tribute evidence to the same effect, that this legend was not 
taken figuratively but literally. In the first place, D. Levi 
himself refers us to Job xl. 15, and there we read, “Behold 
now Behemoth, which I made with thee ; he eateth grass 
like an ox.” Here there certainly is no allegory. The 
words speak of a living creature, and so they are inter- 
preted by all the Jewish commentators, whom we have an 
opportunity of consulting. Kalbag says — 

: p icw tr\-i bjp sin mans 

“ Behemoth is an animal, and that is his name.” (Com. 
in loc.) Aben Esra, on the words, “ Behold now Behemoth, 
which I made with thee,” says — 

naan nbna ntua ?'s nbna nann aw mans 
-nan nnnsa 'a nwap nrpnw pb iaa m?ni 
mananw iaa aaa p minis wi dp smw innbn 
: m in nn pwsm ms ca ins nip nbia 

“ Behemoth is the name of a great beast. In the habitable 
world there is not a greater than it. The reason why the 
words ‘ with thee 9 are added, is, that it is a land animal, 
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and at the end he mentions Leviathan, which is an animal 
of the sea. But some say the meaning of ‘with thee* is, 
that the beasts were created on the same day with the first 
Adam ; but this interpretation is after the manner of a 
drash.” (Aben Esra in loe.) This passage not only gives 
Aben Esra’s opinion as to the real existence of Behemoth, 
but shows that other commentators, to whom he alludes, 
were of the same mind. Rashi not only asserts the ex- 
istence, but says plainly, 'plft mEn3» “Behe- 

moth, that is prepared for the time to come.” And again, 
in his commentary on Psalm 1. 10, he takes the words 
^“nrQ rn^rn, which we translate, “The cattle 
upon a thousand hills,” as referring to “Behemoth upon a 
thousand hills,” and says — 

s^bs nsn sino -r\m?n misob ipinnn sin 

: anais dpi cv bai nrb onn 

“This is he that is prepared for the banquet of the time 
to come, for he eats up the produce of a thousand hills in 
one day, and every day they grow again.” The context 
of these w T ords evidently show that Rashi, the most popular, 
and the most read of all the Jewish commentators, looked 
for a real, not an allegorical, feast upon the flesh of the 
Leviathan and Behemoth. The preceding and following 
words speak not of allegorical, but of real cattle and fowls. 
According to Rashi, the whole passage would read thus : — 
“ I will take no bullock out of thy house, nor he-goats out 
of thy folds. For every beast of the forest is mine, and 
Behemoth upon a thousand hills. I know all the fowls of 
the mountain,” &c. Here, then, Behemoth is introduced 
amongst real animals all fit for food, so that it is impossible 
to take it figuratively. This animal is also suitable in size 
for so great an entertainment; he consumes the produce of 
a thousand mountains every day. This was also the opinion 
of Jonathan, for in his Targum on the fiftieth Psalm he 
has paraphrased the tenth verse as follows : — 

pn N'p'Hsb mns i samn nvn bs *>Vt cnw 
p-ntm nqv bra pm -a mm pm sn>s3 pro 

: sabs 

“ For every beast of the wood is mine, and I have prepared 
for the righteous in Paradise pure cattle, and the wild ox, 
that feeds every day upon a thousand mountains.” All 
these testimonies (and many more might be added) plainly 
prove, that the Jews, in times past, looked for a real and 
substantial feast upon Leviathan and Behemoth; and when 
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we remember that the commentary of Rashi is the first that is 
put into the hands of the J ewish youth all over the world, and 
that it is generally regarded as almost, if not altogether, in- 
spired, it is easy to conclude what is the opinion of the great 
majority of Jews, even in the present day, as to this enter- 
tainment. Maimonides, indeed, denies that there will be any 
eating and drinking in the world to come. He says — 

cpmn mt&sa «b« mm Fpa 12 ps wnn cbii?n 
mma 12 psi b^sin .men psbcc rp: sb2 icbc 
: nma? sbi nb' 2 « sb 12 p« 

“ In the world to come there is neither body nor corporeality, 
but only the souls of the righteous without a body, like the 
ministering angels. So neither is there eating and drinking.” 
(Hilehoth T’shuvah, e. viii. 2.) But this is a solitary opinion, 
as is evident from the note on the passage by Abraham ben 
Dior, who says — 

p« toisc 'ab tcanp 'man ntn o'sn '221 
' 27 S 2 "m 22b2 niom sbs ms'iab omen mnn 
:nt b v bin mi mn sb 

“ The words of this man are, in my eyes, very near to those 
of him who says, that there is no resurrection to the body, 
but only to the soul ; and I sware by my life that this was 
not the opinion of our wise men of blessed memory.” In- 
deed Maimonides himself acknowledges, in his Commentary 
upon the Mishna, that the majority of the Jews thought very 
differently of the world to come. He there enumerates five 
classes of opinions, amongst which one is, that at that time 
the earth wall bring forth clothes ready made, and bread 
ready baked ; but in every one of the five, good eating and 
drinking is a main article. Of the fifth class he says — 

nbsn comm cmnc min cm mean mi 
mnn mean S2'c sin nbmnn '2 cnaisi cbiD 
c'sma rnn men ce ibasn pi? pb mien nman 

: cbij? mm be 

“ And the fifth class (and they are numerous) include all these 
things, and say that the great hope is, that Messiah shall 
come and raise the dead, and they shall be gathered into 
Paradise, and there shall eat and drink and be in good health 
to all eternity.” (Sanhedrin, fol. 119, col. 1.) This, then, 
Maimonides gives as the general expectation or the majority, 
and this expectation exactly agrees with the above description 
of the feast to be prepared from Leviathan and Behemoth. 
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We have, therefore, not only the testimony of the most ce- 
lebrated rabbies to prove that this feast is not allegorical but 
literal, but we have the still stronger evidence of the general 
expectations of the nation as enumerated by Maimonides. 
D. Levi ought, therefore, to have said that he understood it 
allegorically, but we have seen that this is not the opinion of 
the nation, nor of the most celebrated rabbies. We are there- 
fore warranted in saying that the prayers of the synagogue 
not only consecrate the intolerance of the Talmud," but also 
stamp its absurd legends with authority. It is surely not 
exceeding the bounds of soberness and modesty to call this 
story of the battle between Leviathan and Behemoth, and the 
feast to be prepared of their flesh, and the salt meat of the 
female Leviathan, an absurd legend. David Levi evidently 
thought it was such, and was therefore glad to betake him- 
self to allegory. In the Bible there is not one word about 
the killing or salting of the female Leviathan, nor about the 
capacious stomach of Behemoth, which requires a thousand 
mountains daily to satisfy it. This is all the pure inven- 
tion of the rabbies, and we ask the Jews whether such legends 
form fit subjects for the prayers or praises of the synagogue, 
or whether they can be acceptable in the eyes of the God of 
Israel ? We do not mean to conceal the fact, that Christian 
prayer-books may be found with legends as fabulous, and as 
foolish. But they are the prayer-books of former generations, 
or of those who still adhere to traditions of men. With them 
we have nothing to do. Three hundred years have now 
elapsed since our forefathers cleared out all such follies. But 
the Jewish prayer-books still remain unchanged, and unless 
the Jews make some vigorous effort, the legend of Leviathan 
and Behemoth will be read with all solemnity in the syna- 
gogues of England at the coming Feast of Pentecost. It is 
grievous to think that that nation which once held up the 
torch of Divine truth to enlighten the world, should still 
abide in the darkness and superstitions of the Talmud. And 
yet this is, beyond all doubt, the condition of Israel, so long 
as the Divine authority of the Talmud is recognised in their 
public prayers. Individuals may say, that they do not believe 
in its follies, nor cherish its intolerance, but this cannot be 
said of the majority. The synagogue, in its public worship, 
still pronounces the maledictions, and recites the legends of 
the oral law, and thus declares, in the most solemn manner 
that can be devised, that the religion of the Talmud is the 
religion of the congregation. A mere confession of faith is 
nothing to such a declaration as this. A man may trifle with 
his fellow-men, but sentiments addressed to God in prayer 
or praise must justly be considered as the language of the 
heart. 
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How different is the doctrine of the New Testament. 
There all these monstrous fables are utterly rejected ; there 
is not even an allusion to them. Mahomet, confessedly the 
author of a false religion, has incorporated not a few of the 
Talmudic legends into the Koran. But the disciples of Jesus 
of Nazareth, though they lived at a time when the patronisers 
of these fables had power, were altogether preserved from 
such absurdity. They have transmitted no such distorted view 
of God’s dealings in creation, nor of the joys which he has 
prepared for his people in eternity. Their doctrine is, that, 
“ Known unto God are all his works from the beginning of 
the world.” (Acts xv. 18.) He is “The Father of lights, 
with whom is no variableness nor shadow of turning.” (James 
i. 17.) They also give us an account of the felicity of the 
blessed, but a feast upon Leviathan or Behemoth is not one 
of its features. “ Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men, 
and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his people, 
and God himself shall be with them, and be their God. 
And God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes ; and there 
shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor crying ; neither 
shall there be any more pain : for the former things are passed 
away.” (Rev. xxi. 3, 4.) “ Beloved, now are we the sons of 

God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be ; but we 
know that, when he shall appear, we shall be like him, for 
we shall see him as he is.” (1 John iii. 2.) These are the 
hopes and expectations which that body of Jews, who rejected 
the oral law, have taught us to entertain and to cherish. 
Yes, brethren of the house of Israel, our hope is altogether 
Jewish. We do not mean to charge upon “ the peculiar 
people of God ” the folly of the Talmud. Some of the nation 
forsook the pure Word of God, and adopted the doctrine of 
an oral law. The natural consequence was, that they ad- 
vanced gradually farther and farther in the mazes of error ; 
and there all their followers continue. But we never forget 
that it was another portion of the Jewish nation which 
taught us to worship the true and living God. Our only 
wish is, that you would forsake Jewish error, and embrace 
Jewish truth. 
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That the traditions of the Talmudists abound with the most 
absurd and incredible stories, is a matter of notoriety. But 
when a Talmudist is pressed with any one of these, as a proof 
that the oral law is not from God, he has a ready answer. It 
is an allegory, and contains the most profound and mysterious 
wisdom. It would be very easy to show from the hooks printed 
in Jewish-German, for the edification of the women and the 
unlearned, and where the legends are related as undoubted 
matter of fact, that this is a mere evasion. But we have other 
evidence that is indisputable. The Liturgy of the synagogue 
alludes to many as to authentic history, and we would not 
believe any one who should dare to assert, that the Babbinists, 
in prayer, utter with their lips, what they do not believe in 
their heart. In the Pentecost prayers, from whieh we have 
already quoted, we find allusion to an anecdote recorded of 
Adam, 

a^b . c'Dinnm on bi?m bn rvbnn 

.aarrsn •onsb amp . coat wpab ptt?N-i . caaan 
. evaaba ■Y'S' pna ms . caasa? nntz? amp 'as 

: nas mam nma? nnai? 

Which D. Levi thus translates, “It (the Sabbath-day) is the end 
of all work above and beneath ; it is accounted the seventh 
among the days ; the first convocation of seasons ; holy to the 
Lord of hosts ; a glorious holy Sabbath to those who rest 
thereon ; it redeemed the first created man from judgment ; he 
chanted a song, and appeased the wrath of God.” (fol. 81.) 
Here two important circumstances, not mentioned by Moses, 
are alluded to. First, that the Sabbath redeemed Adam from 
judgment, and secondly, that his song appeased the wrath 
of God. They are found in the traditions of the rabbies at 
full length, and are related as follows : — 

dim D21D3 mw mvn cvn rrww mzn 
poanai mis pobpa mtnn 'nsba vm pi? pn 
S2M tmia nntp mss nmcrni pm pi? pb inis 
-ip^a ms poiw vbi? ps-vp mti?n 'nsba vm 
ps nan nanna . lana manna btz?aa pb> bn 
nna>n av sn . amaa? iana manna sbs' n'na 
D'aVisn pm vaab nas piasnn msb -naaa nw:i 
nns 'm abinn nn anna «b nu?i?an •>a , > ntatnn 
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Tni'i via-a s'n m V7omp N'n it Vnns 
dv m:m . inis unp'7 ^'n^n cv ns c'nbs 
nna ms ns~n an'i be? rn'its ms ba*3 ratsn 
trnpi roDn ns rrnpn -po canb sb nes rati? bo 
”nj2TO 1C-S3E7 .man cvb mtm -mcpa b'nnn mis 
nrn mat an iais bs yam n . roton ci'b -l'a? 
fsaa; 11? nnnn ban rD»27 nas ptrsin tms 

: 127 7£j7in7 nt»a 

“At the seventh hour of the day, on the eve of the Sabbath, the 
first Adam was introduced into Paradise ; and the ministering 
angels were engaged in lauding and introducing him. But 
between the suns, on the eve of the Sabbath, he was driven out, 
and went forth ; and the ministering angels were calling to 
him, and saying, ‘ Adam being in honour abideth not : he 
is like the beasts that perish.’ It is not mitten, ‘ like a beast 
that perishes/ but c like the beasts that perish ; ’ i.e ., they both. 
The Sabbath-day came, and became an advocate for the first 
Adam. It said before God, Lord of the world, in the six days 
of the creation, nothing in the world was killed, and wilt thou 
begin "with me ? Is this my sanctification, and is this my 
blessing, as it is said, ‘ And God blessed the seventh day, and 
sanctified it.’ Therefore by the merit of the Sabbath-day Adam 
was delivered from the judgment of hell ; and when Adam saw 
the power of the Sabbath, he said, It was not for nothing, that 
the Holy One, blessed be He, blessed and sanctified it, so 
he began singing and chanting to the Sabbath-day, as it is 
said, ‘A psalm or song to or for the Sabbath-day.’ (Psalm 
xcii. 1.) Rabbi Ishmael says, This psalm was said by the first 
Adam, but was forgotten m all the generations, until Moses 
came and restored it.” (Pirke Eleazar, fol. 13, col. 3.) The 
Yalkut Shimoni gives the story substantially the same, except- 
ing that when Adam said, “ A psalm or song to the Sabbath- 
day,” the Sabbath reproved him, and said, “ Dost thou sing 
hymns to me ? Come and let us both sing hymns to the Holy 
One, blessed be He, ‘ It is a good thing to give thanks unto the 
Lord.’” (Ps. xcii. 1.) This, then is the story which the 
prayer-book of the synagogue authenticates, by interweaving, 
in its addresses to the God of Israel, the above-quoted words 
Sabbath, “It redeemed the first created man 
he chanted a song, and appeased the wrath of 
to last it bears the plain marks of mendacity. 
It misrepresents the merciful eharaeter of God, as if he would 
have destroyed Adam, had it not been the Sabbath-day. It 
ascribes a certain degree of merit to Adam, who had been 
guilty of the most inexcusable ingratitude to his Divine Bene- 


concernmg tne c 
from judgment ; 
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factor. And it directly contradicts the narrative of Moses, 
who ascribes the mercy vouchsafed to the spontaneous over- 
flowings of the grace of God. Besides all this, it is perfectly 
ludicrous to imagine that Adam, just driven out of Paradise for 
his disobedience, with the curse of the Almighty resting upon 
him, goaded by the pangs of a guilty conscience, and his whole 
frame undergoing the mighty transition from immortality to 
corruption — it is perfectly ludicrous to imagine that he could 
be in a fit mood to sit down and compose a poem. Indeed the 
rabbles themselves have not left this story a fair appearance of 
credibility, for on the very same page of the Yalkut, where this 
origin of the ninety-second Psalm is described, another equally 
veracious incident in the life of Adam, is assigned as the 
occasion of its composition. 

vx: nas pt»*nn ms ntn -natan 'lb n ias 
nas -pnn nwvi na mb -ins v>pn ptrs-in ms 
ptPH-in ms Vnnn vnt»Brm nmtcn 'n'wv mb 
nawn ba? nnn bna sin in -ins van bs nsnn 
nia?Q nasi ]ia?s~in ms ia» td stp wvt sbi 

“Rabbi Levi says, this hymn was said by the first Adam. 
Adam happened to meet Cain, and said to him, What has 
been done in the matter of thy judgment? He replied, 

I have repented, and been reconciled. Adam began to 
strike his forehead with his hand, and said, So great is the 
power of repentance, and I did not know it ! Immediately the 
first Adam stood, and said this Psalm.” Thus, on the showing 
of the traditions themselves, this legend, formally adopted in 
the prayers of the synagogue, is a falsehood. Can this be 
acceptable worship ? Is it reasonable worship ? Is the legend 
itself, in any of its features, worthy of that great people, that 
received the law of God at Sinai ? This is the religion of the 
High-priests and Pharisees who rejected Jesus of Nazareth, 
and this the wisdom of those who condemned Him, and that 
fully accounts for their conduct. Men, who had let loose their 
imaginations into the regions of romance and fiction, were not 
likely to love the sober truth inculcated by Jesus and his 
disciples. Their appetites were vitiated, and they were not 
satisfied with the unadorned narrative of Moses. They had ^ost 
all relish for the simple majesty of the “ oracles of God.” We 
appeal to the native acuteness, and unsophisticated feeling of 
every right-minded Jew, and ask whether it is not a melancholy 
spectacle to behold the wise men of Israel thus trifling with the 
sin of Adam, that sad event, the source of all our woes? Yerv 
different is the tone in which the New Testament speaks botn 
of it, and of the mind of God in reference to it. “ Wherefore, 
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as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin ; 
and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned : 
for until the law sin was in the world ; but sin is not imputed 
when there is no law. Nevertheless death reigned from Adam 
to Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the similitude 
of Adam’s transgression, who is the figure of Him that was to 
come. But not as the offence, so also is the free gift. For if 
through the offence of one many be dead, much more the grace 
of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, Jesus 
Christ, hath abounded unto many.” (Romans v. 12 — 15.) But 
whatever the Jews may think of the New Testament represen- 
tation, we have here shown that their Liturgy contains an ab- 
surd legend, borrowed from tradition ages ago, and which re- 
mains there to this day. But, alas ! the very next sentence of 
the prayer, from whicn we have quoted, contains two more. 

n'ms'2' -lisa , D':ab as pa -rabi msb na"D 
rt'bbnab . n':sa» s'mnb 'bn sn>n . cam: mna 
lb w'n nan' . cans naa-n mn . can mr i'a 
. oaiaaa nn -n sb iaaa . caianp n'a'a pa 
-in: mata' na 'a mat . caia sb na ais nain 

: n'3isa 

“ It (the Sabbath) is noted as a sign and a witness between the 
heavenly Father and his children: observe its removals, as 
taught by the wise men, not to bring out a load from within ; 
death is pronounced against those that profane it, either by 
excision or stoned with stones ; by the manna it was well 
known unto thee in ancient days, for on the Sabbath that food 
did not descend; the necromancers were not answered on it; 
remember that on it the incomprehensible river b resteth .” 
Amongst the other honours of the Sabbath-day, and the other 
testimonies to its sacredness, this prayer recounts two miracles. 
The one, that necromancers could not bring up the dead on that 
day ; the other, the weekly Sabbatarian rest of the river Sam- 
bation. The first of these miracles has been left by D. Levi 
without notice or explanation. He thought, perhaps, that it 
would not do in English. But to the second, the resting “ of 
the incomprehensible river 6 ” he has attached the following 
note : — 

“ 6 This denotes the river ’p'Q’Sp, said to rest on the Sabbath 
from throwing up stones, &e., which it does all the week. See 
Sanhedrin, fol. lxv. 2 ; Yalkut on Isaiah, fol. Iff. 1 ; Pesikta, 
Tanchuma, sect, s WH See also Shalsheleth Hakkabala, 

and Juchsin.” 

D. Levi himself thus acknowledges, that no allegory is here 
intended, but that the Rabbinists do really believe that there 
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is a river that throws up stones all the week, and rests on the 
Sabbath-day. Many and various are the accounts which the 
rabbies give of it, but we shall confine ourselves to one or other 
of D. Levi’s references, which also throw light upon the subject 
of the necromancers. 

an ns »tmn Dion Dimta bsta m nbsa? F|si 
V'lmaa -122 n»i ib ias C'ava nv nm ib nas 
•on rmb *ias . 'as 'iai 'oa natr 'as nai b"s 
an: ib nas . mnat» saTsm is" 'a -jb sa'asp 
man vas bt» nap nw ais baa man p'taaaD 

: nataa ]t»a nbaa psa? 

“ Tumus Rufus, the wicked, also proposed this question to R. 
Akiva, saying, Why is the Sabbath-day better than other days? 
He replied, Why art thou greater than other men? He 
answered, So is the will of my Master. The rabbi said, So is it 
with the Sabbath, such is the will of God. Turnus Rufus said, 
But I mean to say, who will prove to me that this day is the 
Sabbath-day ? The rabbi answered, The river Sambation will 
prove this ; — a necromancer will prove this ; — the grave of thy 
father will prove this, for the smoke is not made to ascend from 
it on the Sabbath.” (Sanhed. fol. 65, col. 2.) In his commentary 
upon this passage, Rashi says of the Sambation, 

naa?n me' bam tmaas btt? ans in: 

: nai npvi» roam aval -jbirri 

“ The Sambation is a certain river of stones, which rolls along 
all the days of the week, but on the Sabbath-day it is perfectly 
still.” He also explains to us what is meant by the smoke not 
ascending from the grave on the Sabbath-day, in the following 
note : 

natan mm b>a oisn Dia-nan vaw be? nap 
'sans natcai pptwi pa: rrnta nbsa mn 

: pnan? cam: 

“ On all the other days of the year a smoke was made to ascend 
from the grave of the father of Turnus Rufus, for he was 
suffering the judgment of burning, but on the Sabbath-day, the 
sinners in hell have rest.” Whether Turnus Rufus saw the 
smoke or not, the Talmud does not inform us, but the Bereshith 
Rabba, another work of equal credibility in such matters of fact, 
tells the story a little more at length, and informs us that he 
was not satisfied with the argument drawn from the river 
Sambation. R. Akiva therefore advised him to cite his father 
from the dead on the Sabbath and the other days, and that this 
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experiment would convince him. To this Tumus Rufus 
consented, and the results are described in the following 
words : — 

inn pbD sb israum Nraan 'qv bo pbci 
'Tin' 1 nnayrpN rurm p rrb nas rppDN satw 
sb naan naan ms' Sa rvby na naa wnans 
naan ns naaa i3'sa 'a ba rrb nas n'by 
. mna baa ims naaa tsin isa i:iana ta:abas 
nia' 1 ba cabaa ansa cab a' baa 'o'i lb nas 
naan nw ba ib nas pm3 cns naaai naan 
: prro las naaai pvra 13 s 

“His father came up eveiy day of the week, but on the 
Sabbath-day he did not come up. On the first day of the week 
he brought him up again, and said to him, Father, hast thou 
been made a Jew since thy death ; why is it that thou comest 
up on all the other days of the week, but not on Sabbath ? He 
replied, Whosoever will not keep the Sabbath voluntarily in 
your world, must keep it here in spite of himself. He then 
said, Father, have you then got work on the other days of the 
week, and rest on the Sabbath P The father replied, On the 
other days of the week we are judged, but on the Sabbath we 
are at rest.” (Bereshith Rabba, fol. 9, col. 4.) Such are the 
legends which the Jewish Prayer-book, on the solemn feast of 
Pentecost, stamps with all the authority of authentic history. 
Is it necessary to prove to the Jews of England that both these 
stories are utterly untrue ? Is it necessary to say, that there is 
not, and never was, such a river as the Sambation ? Within a 
century the world has been explored in every direction. From 
Cooke to Kotzebue the globe has been many times circumnavi- 
gated, but none has brought us any tidings of the Sambation. 
Since the times of Benjamin of Tuaela, and Abraham Peritsol, 
there has been a host of adventurous travellers, but none had 
the luek to behold the miraculous torrent of the Sambation. In 
this very city Jews are occasionally found from every part of 
the world, but from the banks of the Sambation no messenger 
has yet arrived. The whole account is a fietion, and is umvorthy 
of a place in the prayers of the Jews of England. The same 
may be said of the necromancers, w r ho obtain no answer on the 
Sabbath-day. It is nothing more than a elever fietion. By 
the law of Moses neeromaney is forbidden to the Jew r s, and 
therefore the inventor well knew that no pious Jew would ever 
make the experiment, either on the Sabbath or the other days. 
The stoiy of Tumus Rufus, and his father, as told in the 
Bereshith Rabba, is plainly contrary, even to the assertions of 
the oral law itself. The father is made to say, “ Whosoever 
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will not keep the Sabbath voluntarily in your world, must keep 
it here, in spite of himself $” which implies that all, who do not 
keep the Jewish Sabbath, must be punished in the flames of 
hell ; whereas the oral law says that the observance of the 
Sabbath is not required of the sons of Noah. When this prayer 
was introduced into the Liturgy of the synagogue we know not, 
but there it now stands, and in one short paragraph contains 
three downright falsehoods. David Levi himself points us to 
R. Akiva as the author of the last two ; and accordingly the 
Talmud records the original reference to the business of the 
necromancers and the river Sambation, as proceeding from the 
mouth of that great Rabbi. This brings us back to the time 
immediately succeeding the rejection of Jesus of Nazareth, and 
shows us the superstition and the falsehood of those who 
rejected him. Either R. Akiva invented these things himself, 
and then he is guilty of deliberate falsehood, or he received 
these accounts from others who went before him, and then he 
was a superstitious man, and the guilt of inventing falsehood is 
thrown back on the earlier rabbies. What is to be thought 
then of the wisdom of those men who were weak enough to 
believe, or wicked enough to invent, such absurd fables ? Yet 
these are the men who opposed Christianity, and this is the 
system which a large portion of the Jewish nation has preferred 
for 1700 years. That the Rabbinical Jews have firmly believed 
these legends is plain. They occur in the Talmud, whose 
authority is regarded as divine. They are repeated by Rashi, 
Ramban, Bechai, and a whole host of the most esteemed Jewish 
writers. They have formed a part of the synagogue service 
for centuries, and are still found in the Prayer-books of the 
English Jews, to testify that they are not yet emancipated 
from the chains of superstition. If they had been, if any 
considerable number of Jews had been convinced of the 
falsehood of these stories, they w r ould never have suffered them 
to remain in the worship of God. It is utterly impossible to 
suppose that men would sanction the solemn propagation of 
falsehood, and yet whenever the Pentecost prayers are read or 
printed, there the fables of Behemoth and Leviathan, Adam 
and the Sabbath, Tumus Rufus and the Sambation, are 
solemnly accredited to the world as worthy of all belief and 
honour. The fact that they constitute a part of a solemn 
address to Almighty God, and that not from an individual, but 
from the congregation of Israel, gives them a sanction that 
nothing else could confer. The foreign Jew who comes to 
England from some country where there is not so much light, 
might, if he found such fables struck out of the English 
synagogue service, obtain a little light, and go back to his 
countrymen with the news, that the enlightened English Jews 
have rejected all these absurdities ,• and thus the moral email ei- 
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pation of the nation might be prepared throughout the world. 
But no; the superstitious Talmudist from Turkey, or from 
Barbary, or the North, arrives in England, goes to the sy- 
nagogue, and finds the same fables and the same superstitions 
that he had learned in his less favoured native land, and 
returns as he came. Perhaps he takes with him a copy of the 
synagogue prayers, printed in London, and exhibits to his 
countrymen Behemoth and Leviathan, the necromancers and 
the Sambation, adorned with all the beauty of English printing, 
paper, and binding. There is surely a great and solemn 
responsibility resting on those Israelites who do not believe 
these fables, to protest against their admission into the prayers 
of the synagogue. The honour of the nation, the welfare of 
their brethren, and the glory of God, all call for such a public 
protestation. The Jewish nation is a great and intellectual 
people, highly gifted by God with those powers that adorn and 
dignify humanity. But this is not the estimate formed by the 
world at large. Why not ? Because the world at large knows 
only the fables and absurdities of the Talmud, but is ignorant 
of the real monuments of Jewish genius. What can be said, 
then, by an advocate for the Jews, to one who holds the Jewish 
mind cheap ? All arguments will prove powerless as long as 
these instances of superstition and folly are contained in the 
Jewish prayers. The objector will still point to them, and say, 
If you want to know what men really believe, do not look at 
their controversial works, or their apologetic writings, but 
examine their Prayer-book. Consider not what they say to 
man, but listen to what they say to God. There they are 
sincere. What can we answer to this argument ? Can we say 
that all the follies and intolerance of former generations are 
expunged P No ; whether from love or from listlessness, there 
they abide to this day. 

But the honour of the nation is but of small weight compared 
with its spiritual and temporal prosperity. The English Jews 
might, by erasing all such passages, and thoroughly reforming 
their Prayer-book, prove a blessing to their brethren scattered 
through the world. Do the intelligent and enlightened part 
of the nation really wish to raise their brethren in the moral 
scale ? It must be done by purifying their religious notions. 
There is an inseparable bond of union between religion and 
moral virtue. Superstition degrades and enfeebles the mind ; 
but zeal for the glory of God calls still more loudly upon every 
devout Israelite to vindicate the honour of that revelation 
which God consigned to their care, and which is obscured by 
these fabulous additions. 
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LEGENDS IN THE PRAYERS FOR PENTECOST. 

One of the most glorious circumstances in the national his- 
tory of Israel, as well as one of the most extraordinary facts in 
the records of mankind, is the descent of the Lord God upon 
Mount Sinai to proclaim the law. Glorious it is for Israel, for 
never did nation hear the voice of the Lord, speaking out of the 
midst of the fire, as Israel heard. The display of God’s grace 
and favour is the glory of his people, and here they were both 
displayed pre-eminently. The grandeur and awfulness of the 
scene we cannot now enter upon, except to remark, that the 
grandeur of the reality is equalled by the dignity of the 
narrative, which Moses has left us in the 19th and 20th 
chapters of Exodus. None but an inspired historian could 
have treated an event so honourable to his nation, with such 
majestic simplicity. The style and tone furnish an irresistible 
evidence to the truth of the relation. And perhaps this 
evidence is much strengthened by the contrast presented in 
the writings of the rabbies. There is no part of the Scripture 
history which they have more amplified by additions of their 
own; as plainly stamped with falsehood, as the other with 
truth. We have here a wide field before us, but shall confine 
ourselves to those legends which are authenticated in the 
synagogue prayers for the anniversary of that great event. 
In the morning service for the second day is found an account 
of the giving of the law, in which the following wonderful 
passage occurs : — 

nrrbs rvrrro rbs . nnrn mrns emp nisas 
: nna'si naan ibnp nans . nsaa 

“ Dread seized the holy hosts, when thou didst turn the 
mountain over them as a tub : they received the pure law with 
fear and tremor.” (D. Levi’s Pentecost Prayers, fol. 150.) 
Here is a circumstance in the giving of the law, which few 
readers of the Pentateuch will remember. All will grant that 
to see Mount Sinai hanging over them, like a tub or an ex- 
tinguisher, was a very dreadful sight, if it really happened. 
But surely every reasonable Israelite will inquire upon what 
evidence it rests ? In all the previous history God appears as 
a merciful Father, visiting his children in their affliction, re- 
deeming them from bondage, and exhibiting miracle after 
miracle as their safety or their necessity required ; how is it, 
then, that He appears so suddenly in the character of a tyrant 
or a destroyer, ready to drop the mighty mountain upon the 
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heads of his people, and cover them up for ever under the rocky 
mass? Moses throws no light upon the subject. The oral law, 
the Talmud, must explain the mystery. 

Ksn -n 'wish n -iem -inn nmnm ’nsvvi 
naan -inn ns n*apn an'by hede? iaba son in 
ntc isb csi naia mmn ns ibnpn ns anb nasi 
rana ;saa npsi *n sns n nas i arm-imp snn 

: 'im Sj-pmsb n:i 

“ And they stood at the nether part of the mountain (or 
beneath the mountain). (Exod. xix. 17.) R. Avdimi, the son 
of Chama, the son of Chasa, says, These words teach us that 
the Holy One, blessed be He, turned the mountain over them 
like a tub, and said to them, If ye will receive the law, well ; 
but if not, there shall be your grave. R. Aeha, the son of 
R. Jacob, says, This is a great confession for the law.” 
(Shabbath, fol. 88, 1.) From this extract it appears that the 
whole foundation of the fable is a sort of pun upon the words 
-inn rvnnrQ, “ beneath the mountain,” or as the English 
translators rightly have it, “ at the nether part of the 
mountain.” R. Avdimi thought that these words meant, as 
Rashi says, Wfeft "inn nnn> “.under the mountain in the 
strictest sense of the words.” But then the puzzle was, how the 
Israelites got into that situation. R. Abdimi’s imagination 
supplied the rest. But in the first place, the word JTnnn 
occurs often enough in both the singular and plural, but never 
has this signification. In the second place, this fable directly 
contradicts the Mosaic account. God had already sent notice 
to inform the people of the giving of the law, and they 
had replied, “All that the Lord hath spoken we will do.” 
(Vcr. 8.) In the third place, if the mountain was turned over 
them like a tub, how did Moses get up to the top, and what 
necessity was there for the command, “ Go down, charge the 
people, lest they break through?” Ax. (Vcr. 21.) And lastly, 
if the law was forced upon the Israelites contrary to their 
wash, cannot they make this an apology for disobedience? 
Is not this what R. Acha, the son of Jacob, actually docs, 
when he says, “ This is a great confession for the law ?” 
So at least Rashi explains his words. 

arna^p ssb nab pnb arar asa? nan smia 
: ansa mbnptc naiirn nnb tin en'bs anbapu? na 

“A great confession, for if he call them to judgment, saying, 
Why have ye not kept that which ye took upon yourselves, 
they have an answer, that they were forced to receive it.” 
(Rashi Comment, in loc.) Ancl this fable, contrary to the 
H 
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narrative of Moses, derogatory to the mercy of God, and sub- 
versive to the principle of human responsibility, the rabbies 
have introduced into the prayers of the synagogue, and there it 
stil 1 «tands as an evidence or the absence of God’s Spirit from 
those who rejected Jesus of Nazareth, and imposed the oral law 
upon Israel. But this want of wisdom appears not only in the 
nature of the additions which they have made to the Word of 
God, but also in the conflicting statements which these addi- 
tions contain. In the legend just given Israel is represented 
as having been unwilling to receive the law, and yet in the 
morning service for the first day of Pentecost, we have an 
allusion to another legend, which describes the great reward 
bestowed upon them, because they received it with such a 
ready mind. 

i in'ipn »ot»3b ntcmi , la'bs mm bis ibap nn 
i iab nsisrn na npim > 1233 ntssi sods mto 
: i»'is rmbbi rrainai mibab < ia'ia anna atcbi 

“ They willingly took the yoke of his law upon them, and 
caused the expression, 4 We will do,’ to precede, ‘We will 
hearken;’ before they heard it they said, ‘We will do,’ and 
which was accounted for righteousness to them ; and they were 
dignified with two crowns’; and rendered awful with the 
sovereignty of the priesthood, and the Levitical institution.” 
(Pentecost Prayers, fol. 86.) At first sight it would appear as 
if this were a mere figurative expression to denote cither tl>e 
priesthood and the Levitical institution, or the monarchy and 
the priesthood. But then a difficulty occurs, why are only two 
crowns mentioned P Every one knows that in a figurative sense 
the oral law says that Israel is crowned with three crowns, as 
it is said, 

-iroi mm tro bsiD' vrnsa tanro t»bt£?n 

: msba -iroi n:in: 

“ Israel is crowned with three crowns, the crown of the law, 
and the crown of the priesthood, and the crown of the 
kingdom.” (Hilchoth Talmud Torah, chap. iii. 1.) Why 
then does this prayer only mention two? It is because it 
refers to a totally different circumstance. The number of 
the crowns, and the reason assigned for their bestowal, 
“ because they caused the expression ‘ We will do, ’ to precede 
< We will hearken,’ ” both identify the allusion as being made 
to the following Talmudic legend : — 

n'trtz? isa satwb nasa bsiD' la'iprtD nsaa 
bsiffi'a insi ins bab mm 'asba ba? man 
1233 insi HTO3 1233 ins D'in3 '3D lb IlDp 
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E'num nss m* bwittp Astana? jvoi eeeo 
nw bs-iar nDSDty d^tisi nbnn ^sba 

: rmn nnD any 

“ In the hour when Israel caused, ‘ We will do, * to precede 
‘ We will hearken,’ there came six hundred thousand minister- 
ing angels, one to each Israelite, and invested him with two 
crowns, one answering to ‘We will do;’ and the second an- 
swering to ‘We will hearken.’ But when Israel sinned, there 
descended twelve hundred thousand evil angels, and took them 
away : as it is said, ‘ The children of Israel stripped themselves 
(or were stripped) of their ornaments by the mount Horeb.’ ” 
(Ex. xxxiii. 6.) (Shabbath, fol. 88, 1.) Here, then, is no 
allegory, no allusion to the allegorical crowns of Israel, but 
a narrative of a supposed fact, which occurred in the history 
of each of the six hundred thousand Israelites who went forth 
from Egypt. The commentary in the Talmud evidently treats 
this as a grave and authentic history, for it tells us the material 
of which the crowns were composed. 

ne?n nbtaatm vn Tin me? am: me? 

: V3Q -m pp 

“ The two crowns were crowns of glory, therefore, when 
Moses wore them the skin of his face shone.” From this it is 
evident that the Itabbinists considered this legend to be as 
authentic as the fact recorded in the Bible (Exod. xxxiv. 30), 
that the skin of Moses’ face shone. They were not satisfied 
with the honour conferred upon Moses, but were led, by a vain- 
glorious feeling, to extend it to every individual Israelite, and 
to add what is not said of Moses, but what increases the mar- 
vellousness of the narrative, that six hundred thousand angels 
descended for the purpose of crowning Israel, and that twice 
that number was necessary for the removal of the crowns once 
conferred. But how does this story agree with the former ? 
If the Israelites were compelled to receive the law against 
their will, by the terrors of the mountain hanging over their 
heads, what great merit was there to deserve these two crowns ? 
If the Israelites were so willing, and received such a glorious 
reward, what necessity was there for turning the mountain over 
them like a tub ? These stories are inconsistent in themselves, 
without foundation in the Word of God, and are therefore 
unworthy of a place in the prayers of Israel. But this prayer 
has other particulars equally wonderful, to which we proceed. 
A sentence or two farther on, this prayer describes the effect 
which the delivery of the ten commandments produced upon 
Israel. 

bp nymst Dnapi naV Tnnn ram nnst 

: idnm it criD i iaj? ip -jbrtD 
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“ When he spoke the first word, his world was terrified, and 
■when they heard two commandments, they moved backward 
the space of twenty-four miles.” (Pentecost Prayers, fol. 
87.) To understand this, we must again refer to the Talmud, 
which gives us the particulars. 

on ntk? Ton tot ba Mb *o sett n 
owbn vm bo an inmnsb ba-ian ntn rrnpn 
iniT ms'OT o«bn -ias:c? ]ms imo man 
: prrp Nbw piTT w-ipn bs 

“ Rabbi Joshua, the son of Levi, says, as each commandment 
proceeded from the mouth of the Holy One, blessed be He, 
Israel retreated twelve miles, and the ministering angels led 
them back, as it is said, ‘ the angels of the host did flee apace/ 
(Ps. lxviii. 13.) Do not read 'jryrn^ ‘they fled;’ but they 

led/ ” (Shabbath, fol. 88, 2.) In this short passage we have 
two deliberate alterations of the Word of God, in order to 
square it with this absurd tradition. In the first place, 
mSD!£ “Kings of hosts” is changed into mSHlS *Osb)D 

“ angels of hosts,” and in the second place, “ They fled,” is 
changed into “ they led. ” These alterations do of themselves 
throw discredit upon the story which requires them, and not 
only upon this story, but upon the whole oral law, which 
allows such trifling with the Word of God. But our business 
is at present with the legend, and as it is told a little more 
circumstantially in the Jalkut, it will be well to give that 
version of it also. 

vnta to bo ntio noab yin pima roan 
ynnm bo ora oota )nmnsb psmj bunar* 
bs? bo naans 1 ) notra 'in bo ora emit nnosb 
n'nsa Dvn misa yabna issaa tot tot ba 
mm osbab nopn -os natr nmsa bo boots 1 ) 
jnn' msna obn -insasr aa'ns ns m 
: nona pi tit nabna jniT yiTT 

They removed and stood afar off’ (Exod.xx. 18) — a distance 
of twelve miles. This shows us that Israel retreated back- 
wards twelve miles, and then advanced forwards twelve miles, 
altogether twenty-four miles, as each commandment was 
delivered. Thus they travelled in that day two hundred 
and forty miles. At that time the Holy One, blessed be 
He, said to the ministering angels, Descend and help your 
brethren, for it is said, ‘The Kings of hosts did lead, did 
lead/ (Ps. lxviii. 13.) That is, they led when they went, 
and they led them when they returned.” (Jalkut Shimoni, part 
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i. fol. 53, 1.) It is hardly needful to point out the absurdity 
of this narration. Just think of the Israelites running away 
twelve miles, when they heard a commandment, and then 
brought back again, and 'then running away again. How un- 
like the simple and dignified narrative which Moses has left ! 
We ask every intelligent Israelite what he thinks? Is this story 
a falsehood? If so, why is it left in the prayers of the syna- 
gogue? If it stood alone, we might suppose that by some over- 
sight or other it had crept in, but we have already noticed 
many like it, and the very next sentence of this same prayer 
contains another. 

i nbiarr nw« nam * nbia cab aaab lm-o 
i tcVnan mbva b'n > nb'rin ism asap ins 
tamb ( nbs isa bsiap basi , aba aoi mm iaao 
sata i nbiab sa nt na lb lbstai > nbipbp 'copa 

: nbisn atm va'ab cvn 

“ When he came down to speak to the immortal people, the 
people of the world were moved, dread seized them, and 
trembling laid hold on them ; pain troubled them as a woman 
in travail : they were shaken and disturbed, and their shadow 
departed from them ; they all eame to Kemuel, to divine with 
their erroneous divinations, and asked him, What is this that 
hath happened to the world ? Perhaps the world is this day to 
return to its chaos.” The preceding story told us what 
happened to Israel, the allusion in this sentence tells us 
of the terror which eame upon the Gentiles ; but to understand 
the allusion, we must again refer to the Talmud. 

Km visto ninety rro pa yvt» saam 
•nnta aata pbaa nanba aais sitairp n a'ann 
'sb laa nsi pbaa ns staim tabmi naa aina 
ramtaata aata min pa aais 'yuan sn / can 
ban 121D aai abia fpaa -[bin ibip bsata'b min 
na'ta nasi [rpba'na man pins abian mans 
bas abia laapna naa aais ibis iba'nai aasita 
atas n?n pann bip na lb nasi ataan caba 
bnaab 'n nnb aas nbiab sa biaa sata iiaata 
la'sta napn aatay aaa , nbiab -[ba 'n atm nan 
la's era bta bnna ib inns nbiab biaa sraa 
tasa ran 'a aas:n? s'aa a?s bta biaa bas s'aa 
ba rvntaa 13'sta rata: ana tanb aas nstas n 
pb aas naata aa?s nrn pann bip nai > atan 
ib as nraa manta in:: man ib ta' naia man 
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nnrpb mpm nbirn snana? cmp nnn Trpnn 
nENi abis inns iaub to rt ncs':t» ranb 

: cibtrG ito ns to ' 1 n 

“ ‘ And Jethro the priest of Midian heard/ (Exod. xviii. 1.) 
What was it that he heard which induced him to come and he 
a proselyte? It. Joshua says, he heard of the war with Amalek, 
for immediately before it is written, ‘ And Joshua discomfited 
Amalek and his people with the edge of his sword.’ (Exod. 
xvii. 13.) It. Eliezer, the Modite, says, he heard the giving of 
the law, for when the law was given to Israel, his voice went 
from one end of the world to the other, and all the nations of the 
world were seized with trembling in their temples, and they 
repeated a hymn, as it is said, ‘ In his temple doth every one 
speak of his glory.’ (Psalm xxix. 9.) They gathered them- 
selves together to Baalam the wicked, and said to him, What 
is the voice of the tumult which we have heard? Perhaps 
a flood is coming upon the world. He replied, ‘The Lord 
sitteth upon the flood ;’ yea, the Lord sitteth King for ever.’ 
(Verse 10.) The Holy One, blessed be He, has sworn long 
since that He will not bring a flood upon the world. They 
replied, He will not bring a flood of waters, but He will bring 
a flood, of# fire ! for it is said, * By fire will the Lord plead.’ 
(Isaiah lkvf. 16.) He answered them, He has sworn long since 
that he will not destroy all flesh. What, then, is the voice of 
the tumult which we have heard ? He said to them, God has 
had a most desirable good in the house of his treasures, which 
has been treasured up with him for nine hundred and seventy- 
four generations before the creation of the world, and he now 
seeks to give it to his children, for it is said, ‘ The Lord will 
give strength to his people.’ Then they all began and said, 
‘ The Lord will bless his people with peace.’ ” (Ps. xxix. 11.) 
(Zevachin, fol. 116, 1.) This is the fable to which your prayers 
refer, and which all Israel throughout the world is taught to 
believe, and to commemorate in the solemn act of public 
worship. That it is a mere fable is very easy to prove. First, 
it contradicts the narrative given by Moses. This fable says 
that the tremendous noise made at the giving of the law, 
brought Jethro to Moses — that this was what he heard. But if 
you will read the whole verse, from which the Talmud quotes a 
few words, you will find that there was no occasion for asking 
what Jethro heard, for Moses himself expressly tells us what he 
heard, and why he came. “ When Jethro, the priest of Midian, 
Moses’ father-in-law, heard of all that God had done for Moses, 
and for Israel his people, and that the Lord had brought Israel 
out of Egypt, then Jethro,” &c. (Exodus xviii. 1 — 5.) If you 
will read the whole chapter, you will find that Jethro was come 
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and gone before the law was given, and consequently before the 
tremendous noise was made ; so that it is certainly false that 
this was the cause of his coming. Secondly, that all the nations 
heard the voice of God is false, for it also contradicts the 
language of Moses, who makes it the peculiar privilege of 
Israel, that they alone heard the voice. “ Did ever people hear 
the voice of God speaking out of the midst of the fire, as thou 
hast heard, and live P ” (Deut. iv. 33.) Lastly, this story is 
palpably absurd. The Talmud represents Balaam and his 
Gentile contemporaries quoting Scripture like two rabbies, and 
that, hundreds of years before the portions which they quote 
were written ! They both quote the 29th Psalm, a Psalm of 
David, about 500 years before he was born, and the Gentiles 
quote the 66th of Isaiah above 700 years before it was written! 
And your rabbies have not been content to keep this absurd and 
foolish story in the Talmud, but have inserted it in the prayers 
for the solemn festival of Pentecost. According to these 
prayers, you are taught to believe that, at the giving of the law, 
God turned Mount Sinai over the people of Israel like a tub, 
and compelled them to receive the law against their will ; and 
yet that, for their ready obedience, six hundred thousand 
angels were sent down to crown each man with two crowns. 
You are taught to believe that when the commandments were 
given, Israel walked backwards and forwards two hundred and 
forty miles. And that the voice of God was so loud that 
it was heard by all the nations of the world, who all went to 
Balaam, and all knew and quoted the Psalms and the prophets, 
centuries before they were written. This is what you have 
got by following the oral law. It is in vain for you to say 
that you do not believe these things — there they stand in your 
Prayer-book. If you do not believe them, why do you leave 
them there ? But whatever individuals may say, it is evident 
that the compilers of the Jewish Liturgy heartily "believed every 
word of them, and therefore introduced them into their prayers. 
And it is equally certain that, wherever the Talmud maintains 
its authority, these fables form part of the faith of Israel. But 
some will say, We do not believe them. Why not ; Do you 
disbelieve them because they are true ? No, but because they 
are false. Then you confess that the oral law contains down- 
right palpable falsehoods, and that in many of its narrations it 
is not worthy of credence. Of what value, then, is the oral 
law, and what credit can we give to the authors of it, who did 
not scruple to invent these foolish stories ? 
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No. XX. 

LEGENDS IN THE PRAYERS FOR PENTECOST. 

Nearly eighteen centuries have now elapsed since a large 
portion of the Jewish nation deliberately chose Ilabbinism m 
preference to Christianity. The great question between Jews 
and Christians is, whether those persons made a right choice. 
The means of answering the question are within our reach. 
The oral law exists, diffused through the volumes of the 
Talmud, and compressed in the prayers of the synagogue. 
There we can look for it, and judge of its spirit and its in- 
trinsic excellence and evidence. The Itabbinists say, that 
the oral law was given to Moses on Mount Sinai, and that 
the oral law which they now possess, is identically the same 
as that then received ; and they appeal in proof of this as- 
sertion to the continuity of its transmission from father to 
son down to the present day. The Christian objects that 
this oral law is full of fables. The Talmudist replies by 
making a distinction between the Q'O'H the laws and the 
Agadah, or legendary part : and the Christian is satisfied or 
silenced until he opens the Jewish Prayer-book, and finds 
that the most absurd and improbable of all the Talmudic 
legends are there recognised as undoubted verities, and in- 
tegral parts of modern Judaism. Many of these, and suf- 
ficient to annihilate all claims which the oral law can make 
to truth, have been examined, but as this part of the subject 
is important, two more must be considered before we can at 
present take leave of them. In the sentence immediately 
following our last extract from the Jewish prayers we read 
as follows : — 

- nmsb nas -itrs » crprrmm ini -in bm 
'ron QTajn oVo > turn-ins riabb enwm 
ana i cnbna ptpna tn -m n csmnb < cnau 
n > nro rm sb ma btn > cnbntsnb rum oj?to 
: cnbn vn cnbttnai waba? 

Which D. Levi thus translates, “ And every generation, and 
its governors that existed before them, and those that rose 
after them, were all placed at Mount Sinai with them, to let 
them know, that the intelligent generation was more accept- 
able than them ; to make them understand good judgment 
and knowledge : there was no blemish in them, for they 
w T ere entirely perfect.” (Pentecost Prayers, p. 87.) The 
assembling of the living nation of Israel, to hear the voice 
of the Creator, was not grand enough for the rabbies, they 
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have therefore added that the souls of all the unborn gene- 
rations were present to hear and receive the law. The com- 
parison of this tradition with some already considered suggests 
several interesting topics for inquiry. For instance, whether 
these souls were under the mountain or not when it was 
turned over them— whether they performed the journey of 
two hundred and forty miles backwards and forwards at the 
giving of the ten commandments, &c. ? But the authority, 
which this tradition confers on the oral law, demands our 
more immediate attention, and is particularly manifest in that 
version of the story, which is found in Medrash Rabba. 

-cs i -icNb nbsn cnann bo ns cribs -icm 
—n bm mtomnb pmny CN'c:nD? nn pne ~t 
bsnjcb cnb ™ nt?c pc co irja ibep im 
-ics nsi torn iciy 1:05? ns 12c ics ns o 
Isd cnc ]'s cvn -rciy ■nay 1 ovn may nn to's 
ms-anb nvrnyn niacin ibs nvn may im'k sbs 
eosty nmay pa mass ^ba? coa pa psc 
ibe ns bap insi ins ba nyc nmsa vn sba? 
('asba Ta bs*iB?' bs 'n nn sa?a nais sin pi 
nn'n -iaata osba m sbs nas: sb osba 'a'a 
ib nsm sb nyc nms iyi m'D ma ina nsiam 
eta nnvn nra nais n'otn pi < nisamnb man 
■nn cd? ana min name ova n"Ji?' nas < as 
n'nbs n nnyi sbs nsm nsiaan ns 'nbapi 
- msamnb man 'b pa sb meyy iy inrn anbD? 
r,s Nibs psmu ana ibap naba cs-can ba sbi 
bap nnsi ins ba ini in baa ciaiyrr c'aann 
nbsn cc-inn ns nais sin pi ana ibe ns 

: cabnp ba bs -n nan 

“ ‘ And God spake all these words, saving/ (Exod. xx. 1.) 
R. Isaac says, that all those things, which the prophets were 
to prophesy in every generation, they received from Mount 
Sinai, for so Moses says to Israel, ‘ But -with him that standeth 
here with us this day, and also with him that is not here 
with us this day/ (Deut. xxix. 15.) Here in the latter 
clause, it is not said, ‘ That standeth with us this day,’ but 
‘ With him that is not here with us this day/ These are the 
souls that were to be created, who had no corporeal existence, 
and of whom therefore it could not be said they stood there. 
But although they did not exist in that hour, every one of 
them received his own, and so it is written, ‘ The burden of 
the Word of the Lord to Israel in the hand of Malachi/ 
H 3 
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(Mai. i. 1.) Here it is not said in the days of Malaclii, but 
in the hand of Malachi, for this prophecy had been long since 
in his hand, even from Mount Sinai : but up to that time 
permission had not been given him to prophesy. In like 
manner Isaiah says, 4 From the time that it was, there am I.’ 
(Isaiah xlviii. 16.) Isaiah means to say, From the day that 
the law was given there was I, and I received this prophecy, 
only 4 Now the Lord God and His Spirit hath sent me ; * that 
is, until then permission had not been given him to prophesy. 
But it was not the prophets only who received their prophecy 
from Sinai, but also the vise men in every generation, eacli 
one of them received his own from Sinai, and so it is said, 
4 These words the Lord spake unto all your congregation.’ 
(Deut, v. 22.)” (Shemoth Itabba Parashah, 28.) The object 
of this fable is very plain, it is to clothe the rabbies with in- 
fallible authority. It is here asserted that the rabbies of 
every generation were all present at the giving of the law, 
and each received immediately from Sinai those legal de- 
cisions and doctrines which he was to communicate to the 
world, and consequently every thing, that a rabbi teaches, 
is infallibly right and true, and as authoritative as the words 
of Moses and the prophets, for 44 God spake all these words,” 
as this legend interprets this verse. The rabbies of every 
generation are included, so that, according to this tradition 
the wise men of Israel, even in this degenerate time, still 
deliver infallible instructions which they received more than 
three thousand years ago from the mouth of God himself. 
But this fable avers too much. If all Israel was present at 
Sinai, and each individual, whether prophet, or rabbi, or lay- 
man, received the law at that time, what use was there in the 
transmission from father to son, from the time of Moses down 
to us ? Nay, more, what use is there in teaching at all, for 
every man then received his own? Nay, further, what use 
is the written law, for if every man was taught at Sinai, there 
is no need for him to read and learn now ? But this is a matter 
which every Israelite can decide for himself. Let him ask 
himself, how much he remembers of this wonderful event in 
his existence, his presentation at Sinai, and his reception of 
the law from the Lord himself. The Scripture proofs which 
are here given are evidently nothing to the purpose. The first 
proof is, 44 God spake all these words, saying.” (Exod. xx. 1.) 
But every one who will take the trouble of reading the chapter 
will see, that 44 all these words” cannot apply to the prophecies, 
nor to the decisions of the rabbies, but to the ten command- 
ments and to them only. So far from delivering all the 
decisions and comments since taught by the rabbies, God spake 
only the ten commandments to the people, and when they heard 
these, 44 they said unto Moses, Speak thou with us and we will 
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hear ; but let not God speak with us, lest we die.” (Verse 19.) 
To say, therefore, that God’s speaking “ all these words ” in- 
cludes the whole oral law and all the rabbinical comments, is 
gross perversion of the text, and direet contradiction of Moses’ 
account. 

The next and most usual verse adduced to prove this fable is 
Deut. xxix. 14, 15, where it is said, “ Neither with you only 
do I make this covenant and oath ; but with him that standeth 
here with us this day, before the Lord our God, and also with 
him that is not here with us this day.” But this verse plainly 
proves the contrary, that the other generations of Israel w T ere 
there in no sense whatever. The Hebrew words are as strong 
as they can be. 

: dvh wy na n*o 

Those with whom the covenant is made are divided into two 
classes, “ Him that standeth here,” and “ Him that is not here.” 
If the word standeth had been repeated, if the verse said, 
“ With him that standeth here, and with him that standeth 
not here,” there might have been some colour for this fable : 
the rabbies might have urged that though the unborn gene- 
rations did not stand there, they stood somewhere else ; but 
the present wording of the verse utterly excludes all possibility 
of existence, either corporeal or incorporeal. “ With him that 
is not here, '03'S” shows that they were there in no sense. 

The proof taken from Malachi, “ The burden of the word of 
the Lord to Israel in the hand of Malachi,” is nonsense. Every 
one, that knows anything of Hebrew, knows that "PH signifies 
“ by,” “ by means of.” But even taken literally, it mil not 
prove that Malachi was at Sinai ; there is nothing in the words 
to inform us when Malaehi received the prophecy. The proof 
from Isaiah is more unhappy still. The whole eontext shows 
that it is God who speaks in that verse, and not the prophet. 
Indeed we might ask, if Isaiah had already received all his 
propheeies at Sinai, what was the use of the vision of the Lord 
sitting upon his throne, and the commission which is there 
given ? (Isai. vi.) And so we might ask concerning most of 
the prophets. The case of Samuel is here particularly worthy 
of consideration. According to the above tradition cited in the 
Jewish prayers, Samuel had been at Sinai, and there received 
all that he was to deliver during his sublunary existence. And 
yet when the word of the Lord came to him, he did not recog- 
nise the Divine eall, and three times went to Eli, and it was 
Eli who at last told him that it was God. Now how is this 
written history to be reconciled with the above tradition P 
The tradition says that Samuel had heard the voice of God at 
Sinai, that there all the prophetic words which he was ever to 
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deliver were made known to him, and yet the Bible says* 
“Now Samuel did not yet know the Lord, neither was the 
word of the Lord yet revealed unto him.” {1 Sam. iii. 7.) 

The last proof, taken from Deut. v. 22, if considered in its 
context, also proves the contrary. The tradition quotes only a 
part of the verse, “ These words the Lqrd spake unto all vour 
congregations $” but if you read on you will find, “Ancl he 
added no more,” which words plainly limit the first sentence 
to the ten commandments. This tradition, then, as being- 
contrary to Scripture, to the law of Moses, is a falsehood, and 
is therefore unworthy of a place in the prayers of that people, 
whom God selected from all the nations of the earth to be his 
witnesses, and the depositories of his truth. But this tradition 
is objectionable not only as a fable, though that is a very strong 
objection to any thing proposed as an article of faith, but on 
account of the purpose which it was intended to serve. It was 
invented for the purpose of strengthening the spiritual tyranny 
of the Scribes and Pharisees over the minds of the people. It 
is not therefore merely an erroneous interpretation of Scripture, 
nor the dream of a fanatic imagination, but the deliberate 
invention of men who knew what they were about, and had an 
object which they were endeavouring to compass, and for the 
attainment of which they did not stick at deliberate falsehood. 
They were, however, too wise to confine all the advantages of 
this appearance at Sinai to themselves ; they asserted that the 
whole people of Israel obtained an advantage which makes 
them superior to all other nations. The prayer which we have 
quoted above alludes to this, when it says, “There was no 
blemish in them, for they were all entirely perfect.” This 
sentence rather puzzles an ordinary reader of the Bible, 
who thinks of the conduct and character of Israel as there 
described ; the Talmud, however, helps us to understand this 
eulogy 

am in by nay nb© ymnira ona na aaa 
- Kami na ban mn by ©nan ma© ny©a© 
sb© ana ]namr npos am m by nay© bsa©' 1 
aa n'b -las t inarm npaa sb am -in by nay 
ams nb nas 'sa ana '©s aab sa-n nna sns 
ia©i -i©s ns avian > nm mbta nn sb ma^si 
aa's i©s nsi iambs rt aab avn iaiy iaay na 

: 'iai ns 

“ Why are the Gentiles defiled ? Because they did not 
stand upon Mount Sinai, for in the hour that the serpent came 
to Eve, he communicated a defilement, which was taken away 
from Israel when they stood on Mount Sinai : but the defilement 
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of the Gentiles was not removed, as they did not stand on Sinai. 
Kav Acha, the son of Kabba, said to Rav Ashai, how, then, 
does it fare with proselytes ? He replied, although they went 
not there, their good fortune (or star) was there, as it is written, 
‘ With him that standeth here with us this day, before the Lord 
our God, and also with him that is not here with us this day.’ 
(Deut. xxix. 15.)” (Shabbath. fol. 145, col. 2, at the bottom 
of the page.) The commentary on this passage quotes still 
further particulars from Siphri, and says — 

isa-irm .nntaai lanpro wo in by rmsw bo 

bsiara vm& onis fist dio boo 

“All that stood on Mount Sinai were sanctified and purified, 
and were healed from every blemish, even the blind and the 
lame that then happened to be in Israel, as is taught in 
Siphri.” In this part of the fable the inventors of the oral 
law endeavour to flatter the vanity of the Israelites, and thus 
to engage their affections in behalf of that tradition which 
was to secure their own power. The Scribes understood well 
the deceitfulness of the human heart, and knew that men love 
to hear and are ready to believe any thing that tends to their 
own personal aggrandizement. But in thus flattering the 
people, they were turning then* backs upon that example 
which Moses set them ; and contradicting the whole current 
of Scripture testimony. Moses and the prophets, as the 
servants of God, told the people of their sins and their evil 
deeds, that they might repent and be saved. Their object 
was not to secure popular favour, nor to advance their own 
selfish purposes ; they therefore could afford to be honest and 
to speak truth. The inventors of the oral law, on the con- 
trary, were endeavouring to erect a fabric of personal honour 
and power : they were therefore obliged to address themselves 
to the weak side of the human heart ; and in doing so, were 
compelled to run counter to the plainest declarations of God’s 
Word. All men and every nation like to be told that they 
are superior to the rest of the world, and are distinguished 
by moral endowments from the mass of mankind. The 
inventors of the oral law, therefore, told Israel that they 
were far elevated above all other nations, for they had been 
cleansed at Sinai from that innate defilement which still 
contaminates all the rest of the children of men. But is 
this true — is this what Moses and the prophets say ? Moses 
says, “ Understand, therefore, that the Lord thy God giveth 
thee not this good land to possess it for thy righteousness : 
for thou art a stiff-necked people.” “Ye have been rebellious 
against the Lord from the day that I knew you.” (Deut. 
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ix. 6, 24.) Isaiah says of Israel, “ From the sole of the foot 
even unto the head there is no soundness in it, but wounds, 
and bruises, and putrifying sores.” “ Ah ! sinful nation ! — 
a people laden with iniquity ; a seed of evil-doers — children 
that are corrupters.” (Isaiah i. 4 — 6.) And again he says, 
“ Woe is me, for I am undone : because I am a man of unclean 
lips, and I dwell in the midst of a people of unclean lips.” 
(Isaiah vi. 5.) Jeremiah says, “ Can the Ethiopian change 
his skin and the leopard his spots P Then may ye also do 
good that are accustomed to do evil.” (Jer. xiii. 23.) And 
again, “ All these nations are uncircumcised, and all the house 
of Israel are uncircumcised in the heart.” (Jer. ix. 26.) The 
Lord himself says to Ezekiel, “ Son of man, I send thee to 
the children of Israel, to a rebellious nation that hath rebelled 
against me : they and their fathers have transgressed against 
me to this very day. For they are impudent children and 
stiff-hearted.” (Ezek. ii. 3, 4.) And again, “ Thou art not 
sent to a people of a strange speech and of an hard language, 
but to the house of Israel : not to many people of a strange 
speech and of an hard language, whose words thou canst not 
understand ; surely had I sent thee to them, they would have 
hearkened unto thee. But the house of Israel mil not 
hearken unto thee : for they will not hearken unto me ; for 
all the house of Israel are impudent and hard-hearted.” 
(Ezek. iii. 4, 7, &c.) We do not quote these passages to 
show that the Gentiles have a more favoured constitution of 
moral nature. Far from it ; in reading these accounts given 
by the prophets, we recognise the features of our own picture. 
Far be it from us to glory ; we cite these passages to show 
you how miserably your oral law endeavours to blind and 
delude you by flattering your vanity. It tells you that you 
have been purged from every stain ; Moses and the prophets 
teach you the truth — that you are just like the other sons of 
men, and have no moral superiority or advantage whatever. 
We wish to point out to you how the system of rabbinism 
is diametrically opposed to Moses and the prophets, and 
above all, to impress upon you that the authors of this oral 
law are not worthy of your confidence, for they have, for 
their own private interests, invented narratives and doctrines 
which contradict that Word of God, which ought to be 
Israel's glory. We wish to show you how certain principles 
of evil pervade every part of that system, not even excepting 
those prayers which are offered up in the public worship 
of God. There these fables also occur, and we ask every 
Israelite who loves the law of Moses or hopes in the promises 
of God by the prophets, how he can conscientiously stand 
by in the synagogue and hear the words of Moses and the 
prophets openly contradicted P How can he remain silent 
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when the reader declares of Israel that there is no blemish 
in them, for they are all entirely perfect, when he knows 
and feels that he and all his brethren are just as frail, as 
sinful, and as imperfect as the other sons of men ? How 
can they expect the return of God’s favour to tlieir nation 
so long* as these fictions are made a part of public worship ? 
Moses teaches very different doctrine. He says, “ If they shall 
confess their iniquity, and the iniquity of their fathers, -with 
their trespass which they have trespassed against me, and 
that also they have walked contrary unto me ; and that I 
also have walked contrary unto them, and have brought them 
into the land of their enemies : if then their uncircumcised 
hearts be humbled, and they then accept of the punishment 
of their iniquity : then will I remember my covenant with 
j Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also my covenant 
with Abraham will I remember: and I will remember the 
land.” (Levit. xxvi. 40 — 42.) Here Moses makes a con- 
viction and acknowledgment of guilt, an indispensable pre- 
leminary to the return of God’s favour to the nation. Israel 
must feel that, so far from being cleansed from all impurity, 
their heart is uncircumcised, and this uncircumcised heart 
must be humbled ; but how is this possible, so long as the oral 
law and the prayers of the synagogue teach that the Israelites 
are the most righteous of mankind, because they received the 
law, which the other nations rejected — and the most pure, 
or rather the only pure, of mankind, inasmuch as they were 
cleansed from every taint at Sinai ? These doctrines harden 
the heart against true humility, prevent true repentance, and 
thereby retard the happiness and the glory of Israel. 


160 


No. XXI. 

LEGENDS IN THE PRAYERS FOR PENTECOST. 

If Moses or the prophets had any where recorded, that God 
had, along with the written law also given an oral law, our 
duty would then be to find out where it is: and to inquire 
whether that oral law, which now forms the keystone of 
modern Judaism, is the one which was given by God. But 
neither Moses nor any other prophet has said one word on the 
subject. The words nS by'D.W min ‘‘oral law” are no 
where to be found in the Bible, nor is there any mention of 
the thing itself. If the Bible had plainly alluded to the exist- 
ence of the thing, we should not quarrel about the name, 
which might have been invented for the sake of brevity and 
convenience. But it is remarkable that when Moses com- 
manded the law to be read publicly in the ears of all the 
people, he says not a syllable about the oral explanation, 
which if it existed must at least have been of equal importance ; 
and still more so that the succeeding prophets should have ob- 
served such a profound silence about that, which now consti- 
tutes the main substance of Israel’s religion, and is the key to 
the observances and prayers of the synagogue. This silence is 
in itself suspicious, and compels us to examine the evidence of 
its transmission. The first step here is to ascertain the character 
of the witnesses, who say that they received the oral law from 
their fathers and transmitted it to their posterity. If it appear 
that, in their general testimony, they were disinterested and 
truth-loving persons, who have never been convicted of dis- 
torting truth for their private advantage, nor of receiving and 
circulating fables as authentic history, their testimony in this 
particular* matter will be of considerable value. But if it can 
be proved that either from a deliberate desire to deceive, or 
from an incapacity to weigh evidence and to distinguish be- 
tween fact and fiction, they have transmitted a huge mass of 
foolish fables as authentic history, then their testimony is 
worth nothing, and the story of an oral law having no other 
evidence must be classed amongst the ether fables which have 
come down to us on their authority. That the account of the 
giving and transmission of the oral law rests solely and ex- 
clusively on the testimony of the rabbies is clear from the 
account itself, as it is found in the Jad Hachasaka. 

■oro 'rDn ntaab ib ismc? nnsan bs 

irmam mmm psn mmb ns ib nmsi nasaa? 
laisi i ntrrr'S n rmnm r nnsna? mm it mm 
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H'n it rmEi ♦ msan bi? mi nn mawb 

: ar»tt7 min nmpan 

“ All the commandments which were given to Moses were 
given with their explanation, for it is said, ‘ I will give thee 
the tables of stone and the law and the commandment/ 
(Exod. xxiv. 12.) ‘The law/ this is the written law, ‘And 
the commandment/ this is the explanation thereof. And he 
has commanded to fulfil ‘the law’ according to ‘.the command- 
ment/ And the commandment is that which is called The 
oral law? Truly the rabbies must have been hard set when 
they chose this passage to prove the existence of an oral law. 
The keen and clear mind of the sagacious Rambam evidently 
felt the difficulty; he, therefore, to give some plausibility to 
the proof, omitted the concluding part of the sentence which 
he quotes from the Bible. He says, “ As it is written ‘ I will 
give thee tables of stone and the law and the commandment/ ” 
and there he stops, but let every Israelite open his Pentateuch 
and read the remainder, and he will find the whole sentence to 
be this, “ I will give thee tables of stone, and the law and the 
commandment which I have written, to teach them.” Not one 
word here about an oral law, but about that which God 
had written. It is true that the passage of the Talmud from 
which Itambam derived this doctrine gives the whole passage, 
but it appears from the process of abbreviation which he has 
applied, as if he were ashamed of the explanation there given 
and thought it more prudent to omit it. But as it is one of 
the main passages which support the doctrine of an oral law, 
it must be considered. 

arpb p p'jats ■'-) -ins Kan in Mb n nasi 
minni psn ninib ns “jb nansi cnct Ka 
mt»s ibs mmb - nnmnb vans -ids msam 
ntes natca it msam t-rnpa it mm nnann 
laba siaa it enmnb carnal esaa ibs mama 

: moa ntcab iana cbiaD 

“ R. Levi bar Chama says, It. Simon ben Lakish says, what 
is that that is written * I will give thee tables of stone, and the 
law and the commandment whieh I have written to teach 
them P ’ ‘ The tables ’ are the ten commandments. ‘ The law ’ is 
the written law. ‘ The commandment ’ is the Mishna. ‘ Which 
I have written’ means the prophets and sacred writings. 

‘ To teach them ’ means the Gemara. It teaches us that they 
were all given to Moses from Sinai.” (Berachoth, fol. 5, 
eol. 1.) Can any man of common understanding receive this 
interpretation, which throws all grammar and context to the 
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winds, and gravely asserts that not only the law and its 
explanation, but the prophets and the whole Talmud, were 
given to Moses at Sinai ? Will he give up his own reason and 
the word of the living God to the authority of R. Simon 
ben Lakish ? There cannot possibly be any argument which 
would prove the falsehood of the narrative concerning the 
oral law so completely as this interpretation, which is regarded 
as one of its main foundations. The words of Moses which are 
here perverted plainly speak of that which God had written. 
“I will give thee tables of stone, and the law and the com- 
mandment which I have written to teach them.” Did God 
write the oral law, and give it to Moses ? What became of it 
then P If it was written, how did it become oral ? These words 
“ Which I have written,” have sadly puzzled the rabbinical 
commentators, who know not how to reconcile the plain and 
obvious sense of the words, with that interpretation which had 
been already put upon them in the Talmud. Rashi seemed 
to think that the difficulty might be got over by saying — 

m»s bbaa mvitt mtrp E?ba?i msa bs 

: nrmn 

“ All the six hundred and thirteen commandments are 
comprehended in the ten commandments.” (Com. in Exod. 
xxiv. 12.) But this, though true in one sense, will not obviate 
the difficulty. God promises to give Moses the law and 
the commandment which he had written. If the oral law 
had not been written, it was not included. Saadiah Gaon, 
as quoted by Aben Ezra, proposes another solution: — 

psn mmb ns? pirn vora itrs p pisnn ms 
m»s pi aro wb ntz?n p msam mmn cs? sb 

: D'nnn 

“ The Gaon says that the words, 1 Which I have written ,’ 
are to be connected with * The tables of stone? and not with 
* The law and the commandment / for God wrote only the 
ten words.” But unfortunately Moses has so connected them, 
and we have no warrant for reversing his order. Abcn 
Ezra himself, after giving the Talmudic exposition, gives it 
as his own opinion, that these words refer to the ten com- 
mandments. He says — 

'B'anni piti?s-in -nmn minn p \-isn pbi 

: D'lsnn nnstErt msam 

“ But in my opinion, * The laic ’ refers to the first and 
fifth commandment ; and ‘ The commandment ’ to the other 
eight.” (Aben Ezra, Com. in loc.) This is about the 
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truth. God gave Moses the law and the eommandment which 
he had written ; but as Saadiah admits, God wrote only the 
ten words, therefore the ten words are the same as “ the 
law and the commandments.” Some will say there is tautology 
here, that when God says, “ I will give thee tables of stone,” he 
means the ten commandments, and that therefore the additional 
promise “ of the law and the commandment ” is only an 
unnecessary repetition. But this is not true. By “ tables of 
stone,” Goa meant tables of stone. He might have given to 
Moses the ten commandments without giving him stone tables, 
or he might have given him the tables of stone without giving 
him the ten words ; but as he intended to give him both, 
He says, “ I will give thee tables of stone, and the law, 
and the eommandment.” Neither is there any difficulty in the 
circumstance that these ten words are called both “law 
and commandment.” Inasmuch as they were a revelation of 
God’s will, they are justly denominated “ law,” min ; and 
as they were proposed as a rule of life, obedience to which 
was required, they are entitled, “ The commandment.” 

The simple meaning, therefore, is, that God promises to 
give the ten commandments which he had written. Every 
tiling else, and therefore the oral law, is excluded. This 
passage, therefore, gives no support to the doctrine that 
Moses received an oral as well as a written law on Mount 
Sinai. Indeed, the desperate perversion to which this text 
has been subjected, throws discredit upon the whole ; and 
the necessity for such perversion shows that there was no 
plain text in the writings of Moses, to which the inventors 
of the oral law could appeal. 

The authority, then of the oral law must rest altogether 
upon the character of those witnesses who handed it down. 
But this is a very sandy foundation, for we have already 
seen that these men were guilty of inventing or propagating 
the most absurd fables ; their testimony, therefore, is of no 
value. This has been proved abundantly already ; but there is 
one story for which we had not room in our last number, 
and which, as being immediately connected with the giving of 
the law, must now be considered. Like the others, it 
comes before us authenticated by its introduction into the 
prayers of the synagogue, in which the following plain 
allusion is made : — 

'anbn? nv pnb irai i ibsn iambi -nsb s-ip'i 

C'323 Q'321 I lbS'13? b« 27331 ITSSm t lbs 

i lbiab lajin ynvp > lb it» canpi , lb -err 
nci i lbmn 'd no < ib nasi -ns mb mm 
: ib Vnanb amsssti? pap < lbsnb i:aipsb inacnn 
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“When lie called the messenger (Moses) and made him 
ascend to heaven, and appointed him as the third person 
between him and his people, and caused him to approach 
and stand in the thick darkness, and spake to him face to faee, 
and rays streamed from his hand to him, the angels were 
moved, and rushed towards him ; and in the presence of the 
Creator they spake, saying thus to him, What is man that 
thou shouldest exalt him? and wherefore make such an ac- 
count of him as to bring him up to our place and cause him to 
inherit the delightful possession (the law) ? ” (Pentecost 
Prayers, fol. 88.) Here it is plainly said, that the angels 
remonstrated with God at the favour shown to Moses. This 
circumstance is not to be found in the writings of Moses, but 
it is recorded in the Talmud, and the particulars arc thus 
given : — 

nnen >asba mas c:inab nra nbae naea 
t 13 ' 3 'a nes limb na cbia be i3ian mapn •asb 
nroi man tasb nas > sa min bapb mb nas 
c'aaei msa aen roesna ''a 1 ' neea “jb nn::e 
cpaa nns nbian snrae amp nnn naans') 
'a ais pi isnain 'a anas na < mi neab numb 
nes ynsn baa “jae nns na laans 'n lanpan 
min neab n"apn ib nas fa'aen ba -pin nan 
as snnna abia be wan rasb nas naien pb 
ssoaa tins ib nas i camsae bana aisnan sae 
tens saa as tnsa nasaa? naien ,nb mini mas 
na ne emse naba caina n nasi iaaa aba 
nmn nbia be laian lasb nas aba aaai mine 
nes “pnbs ' n '~^s na avia na 'b ]ma nnse 
enn' ensab nnb nas Dnsn y^a “pnsain 
na aie »aab snn nab nmn cmaanen nansb 
cnbna ^a canns a'nbs "jb nn' *sb na a'na 
mar na avia na aie ra pnaiae pine nns 
nasba feia cans niba lenpb naen an ns 
sen sb na anna na ana / mac pane ense 
ns naa na a'na na ana cama e' ]nai sea 
na anna na aie aab on asi as nas nsi -pas 
na' aama e' nsap aiaon sb ^san sb nann sb 
: n"apnb ib mn ma aama e' ann 

“ In the hour when Moses ascended up on high, the minis- 
tering angels said before God, O Lord of the world, what 
business has he that is born of a woman amongst us P He 
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replied, He is come to receive the law. They answered, This 
most desirable treasure, which has been treasured up from 
the six days of creation, six hundred and seventy-four genera- 
tions before the world was created, dost thou now wish to give 
it to flesh and blood — what is man that thou art mindful 
of him, and the son of man that thou visitest him ? O 
Lord, our Lord, how excellent is thy name in all the earth, 
who hast set thy glory above the heavens. The Holy One 
said to Moses, Give them an answer. He replied, 0 Lord 
of the world, I am afraid, lest they bum me with the breath of 
their mouth. He said, Lay hold on the throne of my glory and 
give them an answer, for it is said, ‘ He that holdeth the face 
of his throne, he spreadeth his cloud over him.’ (Job xxvi. 
8, 9.) Rabbi Nahum says, This teaches us that the Almighty 
spread some of the glory of the Shechinah and his cloud over 
him. He then said, Lord of the world, what is written in the 
law that thou art about to give me ? ‘I am the Lord thy God 
that brought thee out of Egypt.’ He then said, Did ye ever go 
down into Egypt and serve Pharaoh — why, then, should ye 
have the law ? Again, what is written therein ? ‘ Thou shalt 
have none other God.’ He then asked them, Do ye then dwell 
amongst the uncircumcised, that ye should commit idolatry? 
Again, what is written ? ‘ Remember the Sabbath-day to 

sanctify it.’ Do ye, then, do any work, so as to need rest? 
Again, what is written ? ‘ Thou shalt not take the name of 

the Lord,’ &c. Have ye, then, any business that would lead 
to this sin ? Again, what is wiitten ? ‘ Honour thy father 

and mother.’ Have ye, then, got any father and mother? 
Again, what is written ? ‘ Thou shalt not kill, thou shalt 

not commit adultery, thou shalt not steal.’ Have ye, then, 
got envy or the leading principle that would lead to these 
sins ? immediately they praised the Holy One, blessed be 
He,” &c. (Shabbath, fol. 88, col. 2, &c.) It is not necessary 
to prove that this account is a fiction. The absurdity of 
the whole scene is too palpable. To what purpose should the 
angels wish for the law of Moses, or be envious of men to 
whom it was given ? Is it possible that the spirits that 
minister before the throne of God, were not able to see the 
unsuitableness of the law for them, until Moses pointed it 
out to their consideration ? We think that if this scene had 
ever taken place, Moses might have given them other passages 
of the law much more to the purpose ; but it is plainly a fable 
invented by the designing, and propagated by the credulous. 
These two stories then, that Moses received, the oral law, 
and that he disputed with the angels in heaven, come to us 
upon one authority ; they are both circumstances in one event ; 
and the fabulousness of the one takes away all credit from the 
other. The oral law rests solely upon the testimony'of its 
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transmitters, but here these persons are convicted of trans- 
mitting palpable falsehood : their testimony to the oral law 
is therefore useless, and the whole fabric of tradition falls. 
This one fable is sufficient, but the readers will remember 
that this is only one of a considerable number selected from 
the Jewish Prayer-book. To extract all similar stories from 
the Talmud would be to make some folio volumes. The 
Prayer-book, however, gives enough to invalidate the tes- 
timony of the Scribes and Pharisees, and to incapacitate them 
for ever from appealing as witnesses. Perhaps some one 
will say, But they are also the witnesses for the written law, 
and therefore, if we reject their testimony, we must give up 
the written law also, feut this is not so. For that we have 
other testimony — we have that of the Jewish nation, of which 
the Scribes and Pharisees were at first only an inconsiderable 
portion. We have the testimony of Jesus and his disciples, 
the great opposers of the oral law. We have the testimony of 
the predictions, which we behold still accomplishing. We 
have the whole internal evidence, so that if there never had 
been Pharisees, the evidence for the written law would be 
just as valid. As it is, the contrast which the written law 
presents, when compared with the oral law, furnishes in itself 
a strong evidence of its truth and authenticity. The written 
law is simple, sober, dignified. The oral law is multifarious, 
extravagant, absurd. The oral law is poison — the written law 
is the antidote. The oral law is a counterfeit, which proves 
the existence of the genuine coin. Men who receive both 
on the sole authority of the rabbies may, when they find 
the falsehood of the one, reject the other also, but this can 
never be the case with those who calmly compare and weigh 
the two in the balance of right reason. 

We now dismiss these Talmudic fables for the present. 
We have proved by instances that the oral law abounds with 
such. We have proved by extracts from the Prayers of the 
synagogue, that these fables form a part of the faith of all 
rabbinical Jews. We have, therefore, proved that the in- 
ventors of these fables attained their object. They have 
succeeded in deceiving the great majority of their countrymen. 
It is for the Jews of the present day to consider whether these 
extravagant fictions are still to be handed down to unborn 
generations — still to appear as a reproach upon Israel’s under- 
standing — still to disfigure and dishonour the public worship 
of the chosen people. Former generations may have handed 
them down in ignorance, and be therefore partly excusable. 
But in the present day there is a large body of Jews here in 
England who are fully convinced that these legends are false : 
it is the duty, the sacred duty, of all such to protest against 
their further propagation. If they do not, they make them- 
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selves accomplices in the guilt of those who invented them, 
and responsible for all the injury, temporal and spiritual, 
which the propagation of such error may inflict upon their 
brethren and their posterity. But whatever course they may 
pursue, the existence of these fables shows that the oral law 
itself is altogether an invention of men, and proves that Jesus 
of Nazareth conferred a great and substantial benefit on the 
nation and on mankind, by vindicating and preserving for 
us the unadulterated truth of God’s written Word. 

These fables prove further, that there is neither weight 
nor value in the sentence which these men pronounce against 
the Lord Jesus Christ. It is the sentence of those who did 
not scruple to falsify and pervert the law of God ; it is the 
testimony given by the notorious inventors and propagators of 
fables, and cannot be received by any one competent to weigh 
evidence. Fables of any kind will invalidate testimony, but 
religious fables utterly incapacitate their inventors and pro- 
pagators from being admitted as witnesses at all. The man 
who will venture to tamper with sacred history, either by 
adding to, or diminishing from, its records, clearly shows that 
he has lost all reverence for truth, and all sense of the divine 
character, as a vindicator of truth and a punisher of falsehood. 
The man who trifles with sacred facts, cannot be regarded as a 
witness at all in those which he considers profane or common. 
When, therefore, the Talmudists, or the wise men of his time, 
bear witness against Jesus of Nazareth, whom they hated, we 
must remember that they have been convicted of false witness 
again and again in the ease of Moses, whom they professed to 
love. Their testimony is therefore a nullity, and if we wish to 
examine the elaims of Jesus of Nazareth, we must look else- 
where for the data which are to form the basis of our judgment. 


No. XXII. 

RABBINIC MAGIC. 

Modern Judaism is the religion of the oral law. The 
dogmas, rites, ceremonies, and prayers, all rest upon its 
authority. If, therefore, the oral law can be proved to be an 
invention of men, the whole fabric of modern Judaism crum- 
bles into dust. It then follows that the Jews have been more 
than eighteen centuries the disciples of error, and that, if they 
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now desire to believe and profess the true religion, revealed by 
God to their forefathers, they must renounce their present 
Talmudic system, and return to the law and the prophets. But 
the oral law is a human invention. It has been proved, on the 
authority of the Jewish Prayer-book, that it abounds with the 
most absurd fables, which cannot be the Word of God, but are 
evidently and obviously the invention of man. It appears, 
therefore, that the Jewish nation has been for centuries deluded 
by the traditions of the Scribes and Pharisees — that they have 
been utterly mistaken in their faith, taking the fictions of men 
for the truth of God — and have thereby sunk from the 
honourable position, in which God placed them as deposito- 
ries of the truth, to the unenviable situation of the credulous 
and superstitious. Such is the result of an inquiry into the 
contents of prayers of the synagogue. An examination of the 
traditional commandments will show in like manner, that the 
oral law is every where inseparably mingled with fables, which 
throw discredit upon the whole. One of the most important 
parts of the oral law is that which relates to the constitution of 
the great tribunal the Sanhedrin, for, as is asserted, that council 
fixed the authority of all traditions, and even examined into 
the claims, and decided upon the divine mission of the prophets. 
If it appear, therefore, that the oral law teaches what is mani- 
festly fabulous with respect to that tribunal, the main pillar of 
tradition is taken away. Now without entering into the whole 
subject at present, the following specimen will show what degree 
of credit can be given to the traditional accounts respecting 
it : — 

'baa mbs I'-nnaoa pa'iciD )'s 'pnv -ids 
'baai nipt 'baai nsiD 'baai naan 'baai nnp 
Vnma> snn sbia ptab o'aataa ta'am c'atca 

: prmnn 'sd naoita 

“ Rabbi Johannan says, none were allowed to sit in the 
Sanhedrin, who were not men of stature, men of wisdom, men 
of good appearance, aged, skilled in magic, and acquainted with 
the seventy languages, so that the Sanhedrin might not be 
obliged to hear through an interpreter.” (Sanhedrin, fol. 17, 
col. 1.) In this short extract there are several fables — first, 
that all the members of the Sanhedrin should be skilled in 
magic, or magicians, is plainly contrary to the express command 
of God, who says, “ There shall not be found among you any 
one that maketh his son or his daughter to pass through the 
fire, or that useth divination, or an observer of times, or an 
enchanter, or a witch — for all that do these things are 

an abomination unto the Lord : and because of these abomina- 
tions the Lord thy God doth drive them out from before thee.” 
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(Deut. xviii. 10 — 12.) This command of God makes no excep- 
tion in favour of the members of the Sanhedrin. It absolutely 
forbids any such in Israel for any purpose. The commentary 
indeed tells us, that this magical skill was required in self- 
defence. 

'ts baaanb cn'Etaaa cmaian a'staaa manb 

: pi ma 

“ In order to kill the magicians who trusted in their magical 
arts to deliver them out of the hands of the tribunal.” But 
this explanation does not mend the matter. Magic is a thing 
absolutely unlawful and expressly forbidden by God. It was 
therefore unlawful either to learn or to practise it, even for the 
purpose of killing a magician. If the plea of self-defence or 
necessity made it lawful for the Sanhedrin to learn magic, the 
same argument would justify it doubly in the case of the people, 
who were more likely to be the objects of the magician’s 
attacks ; for surely these persons would be careful to avoid all 
contact with the members of the Sanhedrin, whom they knew 
to be more than a match for them in the black art. According 
to this method of arguing all Israel might have been skilled in 
magic, though the law requires that not one such person should 
be found among them. Either then this account is absolutely 
false, or the members of the Sanhedrin were bad men, who 
learned what was expressly forbidden by the law of God ; and 
in either case, the Talmudic accounts of this tribunal are 
unworthy of credit. 

But it may well be doubted whether the members of this 
great council confined their magical excrcitations to the killing 
of magicians. We find elsewhere, if the Talmud speak truth, 
that the rabbies at least made other magical experiments, and 
have even recorded the means which they employed, for the 
benefit of posterity. 

msib pa?b man nana sbabs nais pa'aa sas 
"ns ins ppnan 'aaa naa?b nbia' rp-o bo ps 
-ins (N'aisb sboa '3 ;b3? 'a'pi p'a 't&'s: ana's 
snaan mbsarca 'abs p'a am in bn sain 21 
irra'a nbaa mm tspmi \sn Kai xs ma'a'a 
'ban pam 'asa 'an , lma'a mbtan 'ana 'an 'in 
]sa 'sn in'a'a ssapaai 'ana 'an mi'i rrama 
mmas mnai sb'na sata'p 'mb mb anab 'a?ai. 
inannab 'a?ai 'sn sbiaaim 'ana 'a 'tn sisaaai 
ismaia smaais la snaais siaitm smbta 'mb 
n'3'a? n'ba'bi mpnaabi snaa n'bpbi smaia na 
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rrannbi Nbnsi snaian rm^bi mb nm rP2'» 
rvnis mnnbi rp:'» '23a sab'i sbncT spaEDta 

'DPI 1237 "2N -12 '2'2 21 ptrt'b Kbl 'DTI '2 

: 'onsi rrba am pm '22 ptnsi 

“ Abba Benjamin says, if permission had been given to see 
them, no ereature could stand before the hurtful demons. 
Abbai says, They are more than we, and stand against us like 
the trench round the garden-bed. Rav Huna says, Every one 
of us has a thousand on his left hand, and ten thousand on his 
right hand. Rabba says, The want of room at the sermon is 
caused by them — the wearing out of the rabbies’ clothes is 
caused by their rubbing against them — the bruised legs are 
caused by them. Whosoever wishes to ascertain their existence, 
let him take ashes that have been passed through a sieve, and 
let him strew his bed, and in the morning he will see the 
marks of a cock’s claws. Whosoever wishes to see them, let 
him take the interior eovering of a black cat, the daughter of a 
first-born black cat, which is also the daughter of a first-born, 
and let him burn it in the fire,, and pulverise it, and let him 
then fill his eyes with it, and he will see them. But let him 
pour the powder into an iron tube, and seal it with an iron 
signet, lest they should steal any of it, and let him also seal up 
the mouth thereof, that no injury may arise. Rav Bibi bar 
Abbai did thus, and received an injury.* But the rabbies 
prayed for mercy upon him, and he was cured.” (Berachoth, 
fol. 6, col. 1.) Here, then, is magic for the people, and all 
Israel is instructed in the means to see demons. It is not for 
us to decide whether those, who might use these means, would 
ever see men again, but this is certain, that the oral law here 
.gives a magical recipe to those who are not members of the 
Sanhedrin, sets before us one of the Talmudic doetors as an 
example, and moreover encourages to do as he did, by holding 
out the possibility of a miraculous cure, if any injury should 
arise. If, then, this story be true, the oral law permits magic, 
which the law of God forbids ; if it be false, then the oral law 
is convicted of another monstrous falsehood, and is altogether 
unworthy of credit. How long will the people of Israel suffer 
themselves to be deluded by a system, of whieh the striking 
characteristic is, that it has no regard for truth? The Jew r s 
object against Jesus of Nazareth, that he leads them away from 
the law r of Moses, but where does he, or his disciples, inculcate 
the study of magic, or prescribe rules for facilitating intercourse 
with demons, contrary to the express command of God ? Just 
suppose that this whole extract, instead of being found in the 
Talmud, had formed a portion of the New Testament, how 
w T ould the Jews have laughed at this prescription for its folly, 
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and argued against its wickedness, how triumphantly would 
they have shown that a law that teaches and encourages magic 
could not have been given by God ? The existence of one such 
passage would have been sufficient, in their eyes, to condemn the 
whole Christian system. Let, then, the Jews deal with the 
oral law in the same way. Let them j udge it and its fables by 
an appeal to Moses and the prophets. But let them remember 
that in this, as in many other instances, the New Testament 
agrees with the law of Moses, whilst the oral law differs 
from both. The New Testament classes witchcraft along with 
idolatry, and other sins which exclude from the joys of eternal 
life. “ The works of the flesh are manifest, which are these : 
adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, witchcraft , 
hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, 
envyings, murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like ; of 
the winch I tell you before, as I have also told you in times 
past, that they which do such things shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God.” (Galat. v. 19 — 21.) In this ease, then, 
where the oral law leads you away from the doctrine of Moses, 
the religion of Jesus of Nazareth brings you back again. 

This is, however, not the only fable contained in that short 
law concerning the members of the Sanhedrin. We are told, 
besides, that no one was allowed to sit in that council “ unless 
he understood the seventy tongues.” Now we would ask 
every disciple of the oral law calmly to consider this statement, 
and then sav what he thinks of its veracity. Did he ever hear 
or know of scholars in the present times acquainted with 
seventy languages, and that so perfectly as to be able to 
converse with and examine witnesses, and form a judgment 
upon their evidence, without the aid of an interpreter? Surely, 
the study of languages is as much cultivated in the present day 
as it was then, and there are at least as many facilities for their 
acquisition. The system of grammar is now fully developed. 
The art of printing has made it easy to obtain foreign books. 
Lexicons and other apparatus may be procured, and yet, with all 
these facilities, we much doubt whether there be, in the whole 
world, one single person possessing that knowledge of lan- 
guages here ascribed to every individual member of the San- 
hedrin. According to the oral law, there always had been, 
in Israel, seventy-one such persons at least, but probably more ; 
for as a member died, or became superannuated, another was 
found ready to succeed him. But the wonder is here made 
still more wonderful, for there were not only seventy-one persons 
acquainted with seventy languages, but those persons were also 
acquainted, as Rambam tells us, with medicine, astronomy, 
and all the existing systems of idolatry, and moreover skilled 
in magic. And, besides all this, all these persons were tine 
handsome fellows, “ Men of stature, men of good appearance.” 
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Is this credible — can all Israel, or all the world, furnish one 
such person at present, handsome or ugly, tall or short? or can 
there be found amongst that intelligent people the Jews, one 
man, woman, or child, so silly as to believe so manifest a 
falsehood ? We can tell them that their great rabbi, Hambam, 
did not believe it, and therefore in his Compendium took the 
liberty of altering this Talmudic statement. Instead of 
seventy languages, he says simply — 

: rrmtcVT ana wtbi 

U And that they should be acquainted with most languages.” 
It was too much* for him. Being a learned man himself, he 
knew the impossibility of such universal knowledge ; and he 
therefore softened down the Talmudic hyperbole to the limits 
of what he considered possibility. This is not merely our 
conclusion from Burnham’ s alteration, the commentator has 
expressly said the same : — 

nr -am rravisbn nra ■pmv irm nrai 

•. pt£?b 'V bra rmtp 'a sianb 

“ Our rabbi has written, ‘ Acquainted with most languages,’ 
because it is a rarity to find a person acquainted with all the 
seventy languages.*’ (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, c. 2.) Bambam 
himself, then, is here a witness against the fabulous exagge- 
rations of the Talmud. 

But perhaps some one will say, that seventy is only a round 
number to signify many, that we must not, therefore, be too 
strict in its exposition. This subterfuge, however, will not 
serve here. The authors of the Talmud said seventy, because 
they believed that, by giving this number, they included all 
the languages in the world. They believed that there were 
seventy nations, and therefore they said seventy languages. 
This article of Jewish faith is found everywhere in the Talmud, 
and in the commentaries, as for instance — 

nrianEn -iew in' n\n:n ^ pnv n -ies 
pbm mann ao -nan mm ba m sos 

: rvovtfb miatyb 

B. Johannan says, What is the meaning of that Scripture, 

1 The Lord gave the Word: great was the company of those 
that published it ? ’ It teaches, that as each commandment 
proceeded from the mouth of God, it was divided into seventy 
languages.” (Shabbath, fol. 88, col. 2.) The foimdation of this 
opinion is an arbitrary interpretation of a verse in the song of 
Moses. “ When the Most High divided to the nations their 
inheritance, when he separated the sons of Adam, he set the 


RABBINIC MAGIC. 


173 


bounds of the people according to the number of the children of 
Israel.’ (Deut. xxxii. 8.) Upon which Rashi thus comments : — 

ct£? "ono nssb rTr®t& baits' '33 isoa b'3tt?3 
cnssb rn't» baitt?' >33 bt» t»E3 c'sstp nsoab' 
: pt&b c'jntt? c'as nibi33 a'ttn 

“ On account of the number of the children of Israel who 
were to proceed from the sons of Shem, and according to the 
number of the seventy souls of the children of Israel who 
descended into Egypt, he set the bounds of the people, that is, 
the seventy languages. That this latter clause is altogether 
arbitrary, and a mere gratuitous addition, is plain from an 
inspection of the text, where not one syllable is said about the 
seventy souls, nor about the number of the nations, but about 
the fixing the bounds of their habitations. Rashi himself did 
not trust in this exposition, and he has therefore given ano- 
ther : — “ On account of the number of the children of Israel 
who were to proceed from the children of Shem.” Aben Esra 
also passes by the seventy nations altogether, and says that, 
“ According to the number of the children of Israel,” means, 
that the bounds of the nations were so set as to leave sufficient 
room for the Israelites. His words are — 

Visn bo ns23E? rabsn in bv D'tmsan mas 
K'm Ss'-o'b tans 1 yiN nvnb cti’n nta ts '3 
: bs-i©' '33 -i£Dab p bin ancoab p'SDntp 

“The commentators have interpreted this of the genera- 
tion of the dispersion, when all the earth was scattered, for 
then God decreed that Israel should have the land of the seven 
nations, which would be sufficient for them, therefore it is 
said, ‘according to the number of the children of Israel.’” 
This verse, then, gives no colour to the opinion that there 
are only seventy nations and seventy languages. Fact proves 
that the number is much greater, for the Bible exists already 
in twice that number of languages, and the work of trans- 
lation is not yet accomplished. The oral law, therefore, 
fails altogether in attaining the object which it had in view 
in telling this extraordinary story. It wished to say, that 
in the Sanhedrin there never was need of an interpreter, 
for that every member understood every language in the 
world, and believing that there were only seventy languages, 
it stated this number. But now we know that even if each 
member understood seventy languages, yet to be able to de- 
cide cases for all the nations of the earth, they would have 
required to know as many more. The oral law then, betrays 
here an utter ignorance of the state of the world, which show's 
that it is not from that God who confounded the languages 
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of the earth, and therefore knows how many there are ; but 
from men who desired to magnify the acquirements of the 
nation far beyond the sober truth. The men who could de- 
liberately say, that the Sanhedrin was composed of seventy- 
one persons, all handsome, all men of stature, all skilled in 
magic, and all so perfectly acquainted with seventy languages, 
as to need no interpreter, would have said seven hundred, 
or seven thousand, or any thing else that suited their purpose. 
They are evidently wilful cxaggeraters, whose word is there- 
fore not to he trusted. The motive here is vain glory. The 
object is simply to give all the honour to men, to the 
Babbies whose learning and genius w r ere so marvellous. 
There is no intimation that God gave the members of the 
Sanhedrin this knowledge, w r hich far exceeds the pow T er or 
the life of man to attain by ordinary means. No, all the glory 
of these marvellous acquirements is ascribed to man alone. 
This forms a striking contrast to a narrative recorded in the 
New Testament. We are there told that on a certain oc- 
casion the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth addressed in their 
own language, “ Parthians, and Modes, and Elamites, and 
the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in Judea, and Cappadocia, 
in Pontus and Asia, Phrygia, and Pamphylia, in Egypt, and 
in the parts of Lybia about Cyrene, and strangers of Borne, 
Jews and proselytes, Crefes and Arabians,” that is, the in- 
habitants of sixteen countries. Now, the small number here 
stated is a presumptive evidence of the truth of the fact. If 
an impostor, a Bahbinist who washed to make a good story, 
had written this account, he w T ould, beyond all doubt, instead 
of sixteen, have specified all the seventy languages. To his 
countrymen, who believed in the acquirements of the San- 
hedrin, this Would have appeared no w ise incredible. Indeed, 
if a man of that time had wished to invent a miracle, the 
number seventy would have been absolutely necessary for his 
purpose. For if every member of the Sanhedrin could speak 
seventy languages, to say that other men spoke sixteen would 
have been no miracle at all. The small number, therefore, 
here given, shows that the authors of the narrative had no 
wish to invent a miracle, but to state the sober truth. But 
then consider the entire absence of vain-glory. The praise 
and the power of speaking even this small number of lan- 
guages is given altogether to God. The men were Galileans, 
and had not acquired this by their own labour and genius. 
“ They were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to 
speak w r ith other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.” 
(Acts ii. 1 — 11.) Here then is a striking difference between 
the narratives of the Talmud and those of the New Testament* 
The former exalts men. The latter gives glory to God. 
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ASTROLOGY. * 

The favourite Jewish objection to the claims of Jesus of 
Nazareth is that passage at the beginning of the thirteenth 
chapter of Deuteronomy : “If there arise among you a 
prophet, or a dreamer of dreams, and giveth thee a sign or 
a wonder, and the sign or the wonder come to pass, whereof 
he spake unto thee, saying, Let us go after other gods, which 
thou hast not known, and let us serve them, thou shalt not 
hearken unto the words of that prophet, or that dreamer of 
dreams.” In citing this passage, the Jews take for granted 
that the religion of Jesus is essentially different from that 
of Moses ; that it leads to the worship of strange gods : and 
that it is in fact a species of heathenism, whilst the religion 
of the oral law, which they now profess, is utterly free from 
all heathen elements, and identical with the religion of thefr 
prophets. All this they take for granted ; but the subject 
is capable of being inquired into. The oral law and thq 
New Testament are both extant, and a little examination 
will enable us to decide, on rational grounds, whether 
Judaism or Christianity savour most of heathenism. In 
our last number, we saw that Judaism contains magic for 
the Sanhedrin and magic for the people, whilst the New 
Testament utterly forbids it : in this respect then Judaism 
resembles the heathen religion. Our business in this number 
shall be to point out, in astrology, another feature of re- 
semblance. The Talmud and its doctors all agree in as- 
serting the influence of the stars over the fates and fortunes 
of men. In the first place, the Talmud lays down these 
general maxims : — 

Nbs sviba sobn smata isb "aitai •oa "n , 

: snba s'bn sbiaa 

“ Life, children, and a livelihood depend not on merit, but 
on the influence of the stars.” (Moed Katon, fol. 28, col. 1.) 

: -rtesa btai trona bta 

“The influence of the stars makes wise, the influence of 
the stars makes rich.” (Shabbath, fol. 156, col. 1.) But it 
also tells us the following particulars : — 

.... rra sin sbi 12: 'h' sataa inai ]sa 'sn 
citt’a a"a laa 'm ssataa nnai )sa 'sn 
123 'm satpa snbnai ]sa 'sn / s'a rra 13'bsrsi 
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Isa ■'Sn f cnam n\3 rn'si cm?» ta*» 'a::: mny 
cide ms mn:i ccn -a: 'rp Nairn nscnsm 
s rr> Nairn NDanai \sn . nmsa rpn ibrpsi 
j maim dei rrn nn'w citra ta"n anon bci: -a: 
7cn: '-i -)EH prn -a: >rp sratr s bnam ]sa ■'sn 
Nratrn 'rp Nnatnm jnd 'sn t mv.cn 7 mn pnm -in 
sm -ien Nmir-r sm njsv 'mb:? ib'nm 'bn ms' 
: npn nm NiT'-ip: sb'tr an -a 

“ He that is horn on the first day of the week, will he a 
man excelling, hut in one quality only.* . . . He that 

is born on the second day of the week will be an angry 
man. What is the reason ? Because on it the waters were 
divided. He that is born on the third day of the week 
will be a rich and profligate man. What is the reason ? 
Because on it the herbs were created. He that is born on 
the fourth day of the week will be a wise man and have 
a powerful memory. What is the reason ? Because on that 
day the lights were hung up in the heavens. He that is 
born on the fifth day of the week will be a benevolent man. 
What is the reason P Because on it were created the fishes 
and the fowls. He that is born on the eve of the Sabbath 
will be a man who makes a circuit. Rav Nachman bar 
Isaac says, who makes the circuit in the commandments.!* 
He that is born on the Sabbath, on the Sabbath also he 
shall die, because on his account they profaned the great 
day of the Sabbath. Rabba bar Rav Shila says, he shall 
possess an eminent degree of holiness.” (Shabbath, fol. 156, 
col. 1.) Here is completely the heathen doctrine of fate. 
Not only the external circumstances of fortune, but the 
moral qualities of the soul are made to depend upon the 
day of a man’s nativity. Whether a man be profligate or 
holy, according to this doctrine, does in no wise depend 
upon himself, his own choice, or conscience, but simply on 
the circumstance of his birth happening on a Tuesday or a 
Saturday. There is indeed a difference of opinion amongst 
the Talmudic doctors, as to the nature of the sidereal in- 
fluence, but all agree in the fact, as may be seen further 
from the opinion of R. Huna : — 

]sa 'wrr cm: nrtr bra sbs cm: cm b:a sb 
rnbio 'nan rpbic bns 'rp jnvt ms: vp nanm 
nmnm ]sa 'sri . nbnn isb 3':: cs 7b: 'mm 


* A ccording to Rashi. 

t According to Rashi, one who goes from house to house to get aims. 
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T'Vnw dwb wavta 'wa ' n ' 'W3n -i'nv -oa 'rr naia 
Dam ~>'na -iaa 'rp aaiaai 7wa 'wrr > wma rra 
-12a 'rr mabai 7wa 'wn < sin warn w-ied-t nwa 
rrb'i wbi baw 'waai ttid “I'not 'w:a )'ino Van 
7wa 'wn 1 nbaa aaa as 702 vnni n'b'i wbi 'nan 
Sa -iasn rvwi 7'baa rrratrna -12a 'rr 'nattm 
-iaa 'n' piam ]sa 'wn 1 7'baa 'mbs 7'asrnai 
'sn 1 nnsaa 7 -nan pm' na 7ana an nan 7pm 
'w 'taw an naw Kan Taw naa 'n' D'nwaan 7wa 
na'-rwaa haw nan naw wbina 'w waaa 'w waaiw 
: naa b'api ta'as 'aa na "aw naw 'wan 

“ These things do not depend upon the sidereal influence 
of the day, but on the sidereal influence of the hour. He that 
is born under the influence of the sun will be a splendid 
man, eating and drinking of that which belongs to himself, 
and will reveal his secrets : if he be a thief he will not 
prosper. He that is born under Nog ah (Venus) will be a 
rich and profligate man. What is the reason ? Because 
on it the fire was created. He that is born under Kochav 
(Mercury) will be a man of strong memory, and wise, for 
Mercury is secretary to the sun. He that is born under the 
influence of the moon, will suffer much, building and de- 
stroying, destroying and building : eating and drinking 
what does not belong to him, and a keeper of his own 
secrets. If a thief he will prosper. He that is born under 
Shabthai (Saturn) will be a man whose thoughts come to 
nought, but some say those, that think against him, shall 
eome to nought. He that is born under Tsedek (Jupiter) 
will be a righteous man. Rav Nachman bar Isaac says, 
righteous in the commandments.* He that is bom under 
Maadim (Mars) will be a shedder of blood. Rav Achai says, 
either a letter of blood, or a thief, or a circumciser. Rabbah 
said, I was bom under Mars. Abbai answered, Therefore, 
you are fond of punishing and killing.” (Shabbath, ibid.) 
In this passage the heathenism is still more apparent. It 
is notorious that the ancient Greek and Roman idolaters 
considered Venus as the patroness of profligacy, Mercury as 
the god of eloquence and learning, Mars as the god of war, 
and behold ! here in the oral law you have the very same 
doctrine. “ If a man be bom under Venus, he will be a 
rich and profligate man ; if um 1 ' T 



memory and wise ; if under 


The habits of the mind are here also expressly attributed 


I^aslii says a man who is liberal in almsgiving. 
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to the influence of the planets, and a thief has got the pro- 
mise of success, if his nativity happened under the influence 
of the moon. What then becomes of human responsibility, 
and how does this doctrine agree with the words of Moses, 
“ Behold I have set before you life and death, blessing and 
cursing, therefore choose life, that both thou and thy seed 
may live ? ” (Deut. xxx. 19.) It will be replied by Tal- 
mudists, that the oral law also says : — 

: b«it£ 7 “b bra 

" Israel is not under the influence of the stars.” We shall, 
therefore, consider that passage in its context which imme- 
diately follows : — 

bra ten iraran bra D'ona bra sran -1 
pnv' n stiki bsimb bra 7'H ins 73m' v i bsicj'b 
Ssie?' 1 ? bra 7'sw 7M» 73m' 1 n nasi nasab 
mniroi nabn bs ai:n *jn bs ri las m msa© 
can inn' nana aian m ra innn bs nratr?n 
min' m iasi bsitD'b bra ]'s m ias bsiu?' sbi 
inis «2vi ias:t£? b«it£?'b bra ]'sa> pan m ias 
72 cbii? bt» 13121 n"npn asb cmas ias mirin 
■j'saa sm m?s as ''a isb ib ias mis anv m' 2 
naa^as'sa Mb ana: abrj bw 13121 naab ias 
naa^aa'sa sa ib ias 7a -rbinb asi mni 'bia 
:bsita'b bra 7\sta -fba? 

“ Rabbi Chanina says, the influence of the stars makes wise, 
the influence of the stars makes rich, and Israel is under that 
influence. Rabbi Jochanan says, Israel is not under the influ- 
ence of the stare, and Rabbi Jochanan helped his argument, 
for Rabbi Jochanan says, From whence is it proved that Israel 
is not under the influence of the stars ? Because it is said, 
‘ Thus saith the Lord, Learn not the way of the heathen, and 
be not dismayed at the signs of heaven ; for the heathen are 
dismayed at them.’ (Jer. x. 2.) The heathen but not Israel. 
Rav says, Israel is not under the influence of the stars, for 
Rabbi Judah says, Rav says, From whence is it proved that 
Israel is not under the influence of the stars? From that 
which is said, ‘ And he brought him forth abroad.’ (Gen. xv. 
5.) Abraham said before God, Lord of the world, One born in 
my house is my heir.’ God replied not so, but ‘ He that shall 
come forth out of thine own bowels.’ Abraham replied, I have 
consulted my astrology, and am not fit to beget a son. God 
said, Go forth from thy astrology, for Israel is not under the 
influence of the stars.” (Shabbath, ibid.) Now this passage, if 
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taken in the most favourable point of view, proves only that 
Israel is not under the influence of the stars ; but this ex- 
ception proves to demonstration that the oral law teaches, that 
all other nations are under that influence. According to this 
doctrine, all the Gentiles, and of course Christians among the 
number, are given up to unchanging and unchangeable fate. 
They are good and bad, rich and poor, happy and unhappy, 
according to the sidereal influence at their nativity, and con- 
sequently are utterly irresponsible for their actions. A Gentile 
thief, or murderer, or adulterer, is not so, because he yielded 
to temptation, or to evil dispositions, but because he happened 
to be born under the influence of the Moon, or of Mars, or 
of Venus. This is the religion of the oral law, on the most 
favourable new of the case, and consequently God is repre- 
sented first as a partial governor, who gives constitutional 
advantages to one favourite nation, which He withholds 
from all others ; and then, secondly, as an unjust judge, 
who punishes the Gentiles for doing what the irresistible 
influence of the stars compelled them to do. This doctrine 
is of itself sufficient to prove that the oral law is not of God, 
and that as a religion it stands upon a line with the heathen 
and Mahometan systems of fate, and is consequently infinitely 
below Christianity. The New Testament recognises no system 
of favouritism, but represents God as a just judge, “ who will 
render to every man according to his deeds ” (Rom. ii. 6^ ; 
and all men as responsible for the evil which they commit. 
“ There is no respect of persons with God. For as many as 
have sinned without law, shall also perish w ithout law' ; and as 
manv as have sinned in the law*, shall be judged by the law.” 
(Ibid, 11, 12.) This is a view worthy of the Divine character, 
whereas the astrological system of the oral law, which re- 
presents God as giving up all nations to the influence of the 
stars, and then punishing them for following that influence 
which He himself ordained, is nothing short of blasphemy, 
and is much more akin to heathenism than to the doctrine of 
Moses and the prophets. But, secondly, this passage of the 
Talmud contains two statements directly contradicting each 
other. Rabbi Chanina says, Israel is under the influence of 
the stars — the others say, Israel is not under the influence of 
the stars ; whichever statement we receive as true, the other is 
necessarily false, and therefore the oral law contains falsehood, 
and therefore is unworthy of credit. Thirdly, the storv which 
is here given of Abraham has falsehood on the face of it, and 
after all does not disprove, but rather confirms the doctrine 
that Israel, as w r ell as the other nations, is under the influence 
of the stars ; for as Rashi tells us, Abraham and Sarah escaped 
from their sidereal destiny only by changing their names. 
Rashi’s words arc — 
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mb?c2 n\S3t» 7b© mi'cninsc sp ib -ias 
cmns bns p ib ps mas 72 ipunb Tnr posts’ 
!~nip as ibn mw bas ibn sb ntr? 72 ib m 
: bran nanani ins c» cab 

“ God said to Abraham, Go forth from thy astrology, for 
thou hast seen in the stars that thou art not to have a son. 
Abram is not to have a son, but Abraham is to have a son. 
Sarai is not to bear a child, but Sarah shall bear a child. 
I call you by another name, and thus the influence of the stars 
will be changed.” (Com. in Gen. xv. 5.) Here it is plainly 
intimated, and that in the name of God himself, that Abraham 
and Sarah were both under the influence of the stars, and that 
if they had not changed their names, they never could have 
had a child. This was evidently Ilashi’s opinion ; and when 
we remember that the majority of the Jews in the world im- 
plicitly follow Kashi’s interpretation, we may conclude that this 
is the prevailing doctrine. And perhaps some of the readers of 
this paper may even know instances of Jews who, led by this 
interpretation, have actually changed their name, in the hope 
of bettering their luck, or even of escaping from death. But 
however that be, it is easy to show that the Talmud and the 
rabbies generally believe in the astrological influence of the 
heavenly bodies. In addition to the passages already cited, 
the Talmud says expressly — 

rncb abi2 maisb in pp npib ncnnc? ;an 

•osa bs-im b» crr'Siwb in jb'd npib 
p'c mice npib nenb nbii?n maisi reebb pic 

: 'id ansa ratrvb in 

“ An eclipse of the sun is an evil sign to the nations of the 
world. An eclipse of the moon is an evil sign to Israel; for 
Israel reckons by the moon, the nations of the world by 
the sun. When the eclipse happens in the east, it is an 
evil sign to the inhabitants of the east. When it happens in 
the west, it is an evil sign to the inhabitants of the west,” &c,, 
&c. (Succah, fol. 29. col. 1.) The rabbies who have lived 
‘since, teach the same doctrine. For instance, Saadiah Gaon, 
speaking of the manner in which the influence of the stars 
is modified by the signs of the zodiac, says — 

mnpai 21a b>ra2 iDibn.n 3212 mpctc cravci 
rrrr bra mis ib rrrm msbi < in bra2 insn 
: 23 innnsbi 21c mitcs 32 ib 


Sometimes the course of a star is partly in a good sign and 
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partly in a bad sign. The man bom under this will first 
prosper and then suffer adversity. (Comment, in Sepher 
Jetsirah, fol. 98, col. 1.) He also explains, there, how it is 
possible for astrologers to foretell sickness and death ; but this 
is enough to shew his opinion, and what he had learned from 
the Talmud. The writings of Aben Esra bear the same 
testimony. For instance, in his commentary on the ten com- 
mandments, he says — 

'a baba iaaa mirn -nan '37'am -nanm 

D'mt&nn p ins bab 'a cnais p'oan 'can 
na£2?n baa h?im ina nsi' aata aiaa’a an' cv 
naatasin na£2?n baa sina 'a pa ci'a naws-in 
c'p'tan o'aaaa an n'isaa 'nata 'a cnaasi nb'ba 
cn'att’o insa -[iia nabb as nasba bn'tr? 'm 
aa'aaaip anas 73 ba pta 'i'b saa' ta'bana ansa 
nanas 'b'baa na'a'ai 'b'ba banb nasi pas 
ins m aa'a nb'b aaasn 'a' baa saan sb nana 
ba mn aa'a pi ana a'pnan 'as abs absa's m 
nsi'a pi nbaan 'iaia aa pDannb 'asi rs p 

: aiab esn 

“ The fourth commandment is that respecting the Sabbath, 
and answers to the orb of Saturn; for the experimental 
philosophers say, that each one of the ministering servants has 
a certain day of the week in which he exhibits his strength, 
and he is master of the first hour in the day, and thus it is also 
with him who is master of the first hour in the night. They 
say, also, that Saturn and Mars are the two hurtful stars, and 
whosoever begins a work, or to w alk in the w ay, w hen either 
of these tw r o is in the ascendant, is sure to fall into harm. 
Therefore our. ancients have said, that permission is given to do 
injury on the nights of the fourth and seventh days of the w T eek. 
And behold, thou wilt not find, in all the days of the week, a 
night and a day, one after the other, on which these tw T o hurt- 
ful stars rule except on this day ; therefore it is not suitable on 
it to engage ill worldly affairs, but to devote it entirely to the 
fear of God.” This exposition shows that Aben Esra believed 
in astrology, and that the pow T er of the stars extended to Israel 
as well as to the other nations, nay the power of the stars to 
do harm is here made the foundation of the command respecting 
the Sabbath-day. A man, wiiose mind w r as not thoroughly 
imbued with faith in astrology, could never have been led even 
to entertain such an opinion, when God himself has assigned 
another and entirely different reason for the institution of the 
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Sabbath. But indeed it is not necessaiy to go to the rabbies 
to prove that modern Judaism teaches astrology. That common 
wish which one so often hears amongst the Jews, even at the 
present day, into btD mazzal tov, or good luck, has its origin 
in the doctrine of the Talmud, and shows how universally it 
has been received. And thus we see the influence which the 
oral law has had in leading away both learned and unlearned 
from the Word of God, and of spreading amongst them, as a 
tradition from Moses, what is merely one of the numerous 
eiTors of heathen idolatry. The heathen worshipped the host 
of heaven. The sun, and the moon, and other heavenly bodies, 
they considered as deities ; it was, therefore, natural for them 
to suppose that they exercised an influence over the affairs of 
men. The Chaldeans were especially devoted to this doctrine, 
and had almost exalted it to the rank of a science. From them, 
probably during the Babylonish captivity, the Jews learned 
this system ; and though altogether idolatrous in its origin, 
and learned from idolaters, it was congenial to the minds of 
the superstitious rabbies, and was, therefore, introduced into the 
oral law, where it has ever since continued. The oral law has, 
therefore, in this respect, adopted heathen doctrine, and teaches 
heathenism. Every Jew who wishes his neighbour 
mazzal tov, uses a heathen idolatrous expression — sanctioned, 
indeed, by the Talmud, but utterly repugnant to the doctrine 
of Moses. But where will he find in the New Testament 
any warrant either for such a doctrine or such a wish ? The 
New Testament is entirely free from all shadow and tincture of 
this heathenism. Your oral law has taught you that the course 
of events depends upon the stars. Jesus of Nazareth has taught 
us, that the ordering of all events, even the minutest, proceeds 
from our Heavenly Father. He says, “ Are not two sparrows 
sold for a farthing ? and one of them shall not fall on the 
ground without your Father. But the very hairs of your 
heads are all numbered.” (Matt. x. 29, 80.) Jesus of Nazareth, 
therefore, w T hom you are afraid to follow', lest he should lead 
you after other gods, directs all his followers to the one living 
and true God, the Creator, Preserver, and Redeemer of all 
things. Those men, on the contrary, who crucified Jesus of 
Nazareth, and that oral law, which you prefer to Christianity, 
have led you away from the doctrines of Moses and the 
prophets to the principles of heathenism. The general doctrine, 
that the moral nature, the weal and w o of men, are altogether 
dependent upon the stars, is not Mosaic, it is heathen ; and the 
particular details concerning the influence of Venus, Mars, and 
Mercury, are plainly the offspring of the w'orst part of heathen 
mythology. If, then, Jews believe in this Talmudic astrology, 
they approach very nearly to heathenism, and such has been 
the case with the majority and tHe most learned of the nation 
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for the last eighteen hundred years. If from the unavoidable 
influence of Christian knowledge, they now reject this portion 
of the oral law, they declare that all their most learned rabbies 
have been in gross error, and that the oral law, which led them 
astray, is not from God, but, on the contrary, in one of its most 
important features, a mere copy of idolatrous heathenism. 


No. XXIV. 


AMULETS. 

In magic and astrology we have discovered two features 
common to idolatrous heathenism, and to the religion of the 
oral law. We have seen that it pervades the Talmud and the 
writings of the subsequent rabbies, and that it has tinctured 
the language of every-day life. It occurs, therefore, as might 
be expected, incidentally, when the oral law treats of other 
things ; and we are induced to notice one passage of this kind, 
not only because it proves that faith in astrology is an essential 
element in the religion of the oral law, but because it sets 
before us another feature of resemblance to heathenism. In 
treating of the virtues of amulets, and of the tests, whereby to 
try them and those that write, the following passage occurs — 

'ms nbnb samp nbn 'b sts'rcs ssd m i»s 
wmep 'ntsnsi sons 'nans 'snn snbn snbn 
'nans sms 'aan in in 'ins snbnb 'map snbn 
Kmnp '-os i-snbnb smep in 'nans sb smap 
'map snbn sed m on 'nans sb sms 'nans 
'nans sms 'nans sb 'sn smap 'sa sins mb 
fsab'i is rt'b 'ds sn p'.ias 'a 'nans sb is 
: mi ip'n snnn bnpa spi sin sms sbta 

“ Rav Papa says, I am certain in the case of three amulets 
for three men ; where three eopies of one amulet have cured 
three times, then both the writer and the amulet are approved. 
In the case of three amulets for three men, where each performs 
only one cure, then the WTiter is approved, the amulet is not 
approved. In the case of one amulet for three men, then the 
amulet is approved, the writer is not approved. But Rav Papa 
asks, What is to be the decision when there are three amulets 
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for one man? The amulet is certainly not approved, the writer 
may or may not he. Shall we say that he cured him ? Or 
was it perhaps the influence of the stars, belonging to that man, 
that had an affinity for that which was written ? That must 
remain undecided.” (Shahbath, fol. 61, col. 2.) Here we 
have the influence of the stars again, and that not in the 
case of the heathen, but in the case of Israelites. The whole 
passage refers to none hut Israelites. The question, from 
which this digression about amulets arose, was whether it 
is lawful to wear amulets on the Sabbath-day, a question 
concerning the Jews, and them only. In this question, then, 
we find the doctrine of sidereal influence mixed up, or rather 
so certainly pre-supposed as to prevent the solution of a doubt. 
A case is supposed where a man has been cured by the help of 
three amulets, and thence arises a doubt as to whether the 
maker may be considered as an approved writer of amulets ; 
and upon this case It. Papa does not venture to decide, because 
it is possible that the cure may be owing to the influence of the 
stars. How can there be a stronger proof of faith in the power 
of the stars over Israelites as well as over other persons ? 

This passage proves incontrovertibly that the heathen no- 
tion of astrology is inseparably interwoven with the religious 
system of the oral law, but it also presents to our consideration 
another circumstance equally startling, and that is, that the 
oral law sanctions the use of amulets or charms, as a cure for. 
or defence against, sickness and other evils. What, is it pos- 
sible, that the J ews who think that their religion is the true 
religion revealed by God to Moses, and whose chief objection to 
™ p 1 x hould lead them to strange gods, 



should still entertain the old 


heathen notion concerning amulets ? Yes, whilst the followers 
of Jesus of Nazareth have learned from him to renounce this 
superstitious and wicked practice, the Jews, taught by those who 
rejected and crucified him, still believe in the oral law which 
teaches the manner of making and using charms. But perhaps 
some one will say, it occurs only in the Gemara, but not in the 
Mishna. This is at all times but a poor apology for the oral 
law, or rather an open confession that the greatest part of that 
law is indefensible, but it will not serve here. The doctrine of 
amulets proceeds from the Mishna, which says, — 

: nnaian p phe pn papa sbi 

“ It is not lawful to go forth on the Sabbath-day with an 
amulet, unless it be from an approved person.” The Gemara 
then takes up this commandment, and comments thus upon it, — 

snaiai s-oa snaiai iv sam sb sdq -i ms 
pap snaia sbi sip snaian pa sbs pap 
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-nnaian p irs® pta yapa sbi anpi 'an spn 
yapn nrs th > a *® nnaia in's® pn 'nnp sbn 
ana Va 1 yap ins ®b®i nmi ssn® ba nnaia 
nnao ia ®'® nbm ins pips? b® yap insi 
s*b® sbs naan® s;b nnaa ia ]'s® nbm insi 

: lan nsa' 


L 


“ liav Papa says, do not think that it is necessary that both 
the man and the amulet must be approved ; it is enough if the 
man be approved, even though the amulet he not approved. 
The proof is, that the Mishna says, ‘ Unless the amulet be from 
an approved person/ but does not say, 4 Unless the amulet be 
approved/ from which it is plain. Our rabbies have taught 
thus, What is an approved amulet ? Any amulet that has 
effected a cure, and done so twice or thrice. The doctrine 
holds good, whether the amulet be a written one, or made of 
roots — whether the man be dangerously ill or not — not only if 
he he epileptic, but that he may not become epileptic.” (Shab- 
bath, fol. 61, eol. 1.) From this it appears that there are two 
sorts of amulets, one containing some written words, the other 
made of roots of various kinds, and it is equally plain that the 
object of wearing them was either to prevent sickness or to 
effect a cure. On the Sabbath those only are lawful, which 
have been manufactured by a man, who has already established 
his character for making efficacious amulets, or which have 
been already tried and proved to be so. This is the doctrine of 
the Talmud, and let every Jew remember that this doctrine is 
not extracted from the legendary part, but from those laws 
which are binding upon the consciences of all who acknowledge 
an oral law. And this is not any private opinion of our own, 
as may be seen by referring to any compilation where the laws 
are collected, as for instance the Jad Hachazakah, where this 
law is thus expressed : — 


nrmiD 3P»p Kin m nrraiE 2'Dpn vsswi 
sana; ms m®s® is ms 'na n®b®b ssn® n; 

: nnns j'yapa ms 'na n®b® 


“It is lawful jto go out with an approved amulet. What is 
an approved amulet? One that has cured three persons, or 
lias been made bv a man who has cured three persons with 
other amulets.” (Hilchoth Shabbath, c. xix. 14.) The Arbah 
Turim enters more at length into the subject, thus— 




nnEra Kin dst nnsia wsn? 3P»p2 

ana® pna yap sbi si an 'nans sn® sb ia psav 

Mian mansi ]n®b® isa-n mans aa ms ®nb 
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D'»nb -ike? sb ban i2ana'E? asa baa a?nb misb 
sate wbi r -ins liana' aw nnaia 3?'apn 7'K B2i 
mnsa ins B?nb anatt? 712a K-02 sbi 2?'»p ’nans 
nnaia n-os nmsc a'ass na?bE? ia sam nns 
t£?nb anait? 7*123 a'api sia2 'nans e?"3i ais bab 
aisb is B't»2S ab nb'am ins bai mi2s aa ins 
baa ht E?nbb mia2 'nans ca'avs ntabto ins 
bas rBis bab ibbn nros inansi mna'B? nri2S 
Kb-a'ava a ins-ii ins aisb a'i?'ap a ana as 
nnaia s'apn nsab miai t r'ap sbi sia2 'nans 
e?'e? nbma 7*3 7'ipa bta is ana bta sin S2ta sb 
inbim aaa nsa2E? sbi 1 n2aa ia 7 'ke? 7'a n2aa ia 
Kinta mbs 'binn nns sb ib'as sbs nsiaib 
: 'ia? 121ns' sbti? inbim 7 'D 32 nnatsaa 

“ It is not lawful to go out in an amulet, which is not 
approved, but if it he approved, it is lawful. Whether it be the 
man or the amulet which is approved, makes no difference ; for 
instance, if a man have written one and the same charm in 
three copies, and all three have affected a cure, the man is 
approved with respect to that charm every time that he writes 
it, but not with respect to other charms ; neither is the amulet 
approved if w T ritten by another. There is also no difference in 
the case, when the amulet is approved but the man not so ; for 
instance, if a man write one charm, and only one copy, and has 
with it effected a cure three times, then that copy is approved 
for every man. A third case is, when both the man and the 
amulet are approved ; for instance, if a man write one charm in 
three copies, and each has been of use to three men or to one 
man three times, then the man is approved with respect to this 
charm in every copy which he may write, and these copies are 
considered as approved for the use of all men. But if he have 
written three different amulets for one man, and have cured 
him three times, then neither the man nor the amulet is 
approved. Further, it is lawfful to go out with an approved 
amulet, whether it be a writing or one made of roots, and 
whether the man be dangerously ill or not. Neither is it 
necessary that he should have been already epileptic, and now 
makes use of it for a cure. On the contrary, if* he be of an 
epileptic family, and wear it as a preventive, it is lawful.” 
(Orach Chaiim. sec. 301.) There can be no mistake here. This 
is Jewish law binding upon all who acknowledge tradition. 
Neither is it a doubtful or passing notice ,* on the contrary, the 
different cases are all enumerated, and every particular specified. 
The oral law here gives the most unqualified sanction to the use 
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of amulets or charms, and that even on the Sabbath-day. That 
such charms are near akin to magic or witehcraft is plain from 
the nature and purpose of the manufacture, and from the 
undisguised use of the word wnb “charms;” but there is 
a passage in Rashi’s commentary on another Talmudic treatise, 
which puts this beyond all doubt j we therefore give both the 
text and the commentary — 

D'to'/ttf pin bbnb vn B'T»bn B’O'intP pm lan 
lym nti’QD rwoiB nrpbs mtanty n'lsi pa 
p rttnrrB nan anb Tia57nu? nnwn ana a^btr 
pp bs'rn? p ;nav ibirott? bvra B'rsira c'-iov p3 
p pnv n hv vbv nas ■'*ot p pnv n ]bi 2 auj 
rvnnm rrobn siaa natra Nipa nan sbt» 'sbt 
nnm pnam pbpi nnsiD 'pnp-n mm pnpi 
mbtsai b'dbib mba>ai nis' , naa:i nisipni nvu; 

: nai mt» 'awba B'bpi nn'an ana? nn^a; E'bsntp 

“ Our rabbies have handed down the tradition that Hillel 
the elder had eighty disciples, of whom thirty were as worthy 
as Moses our master to have the Sheehinah resting upon them. 
Thirty others were as worthy as Joshua the son of Nun that 
for them the sun should stand still. Twenty were in the 
middle rank, of whom the greatest was Jonathan the son of 
Uziel; and the least of all was Rabbi Johanan ben Zachai. 
Of this last-named rabbi it is said, that he did not leave 
unstudied the Bible or the Mishna, Gemara, the constitutions, 
the Agadoth, the nieeties of the law and the Scribes, the 
argument, a fortiori , and from similar premises, the theoiy of 
the change of the moon, Gematria, the parables taken from 
grapes and from foxes, the language of demons, the language 
of palm-trees, and the language of the ministering angels,” &c. 
{Bava Bathra, fol. 134, col. 1.) This was pretty well, consider- 
ing that he was the least of the eighty ; what then must have 
been the knowledge of the others ? This tradition alone, from 
its gross exaggeration, would be sufficient to mark the character 
of the rabbies as false witnesses. It is plainly a fable, such as 
one might expect in the “Arabian Nights’ Entertainments,” 
but not in a law that professes to have come from God. It is 
another proof that the account of the oral law is a mere fiction. 
But our object in quoting the passage here, is to point out its 
connexion with charms and amulets. It tells us, that this 
rabbi understood the language of the ministering angels? 
Now what use was this? llashi tells us in his commentary, 
CirntETlb to conjure or to adjure them: that is, to compel 
them to serve him, when he adjured them ; that is, by their 
means to act the part of a conjuror. It may perhaps be said, 
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these were the good angels, with whom a holy man might hold 
converse, hut we are also told that he understood “ the lan- 
guage of demons.” What was the object of this ? Raslxi 
answers again — 

: nN'isib mtrsb m-a spsn 

“ For the purpose of adjuring them : and hence it follows 
that amulets may be made in order to effect cures.” From 
this it appears tnat the Talmud allows a man to have con- 
verse with evil spirits, and that this precedent establishes 
the lawfulness of amulets. And this is the religion of the oral 
law, these the doetrines and practices of the men who rejected 
Jesus of Nazareth ! Here is real heathenism, not one shade of 
which appears in the New Testament. Oh ! how different 
is this from the doctrine of Moses and the prophets. The 
oral law sends sick men to seek help in amulets and charms, 
but not to the God of Israel. Now what difference is there 
between this and the conduct of Ahaziah, when he fell down 
through the lattice in his upper chamber in Samaria, and was 
sick ? “ He sent messengers, and said unto them, Go inquire 

of Beelzebub the god of Ekron. whether I shall recover of this 
disease. But the angel of the Lord said to Elijah the Tishbite, 
Arise, go up to meet the messengers of the King of Samaria, 
and say unto them, Is it not because there is not a God in 
Israel, that ye go to inquire of Beelzebub, the god of Ekron ? ” 
(2 Kings i. 2, 3.) And so it may still be said to Israel, Is 
it not because there is not a Goa in Israel, that ye go to 
amulets and charms in order to get cured of your diseases ? 
Moses points to God as the great physician ; he says, “ Where- 
fore it shall come to pass, if ye hearken to these judgments, 
and keep and do them, that the Lord thy God shall keep unto 
thee the covenant and the mercy which he sware unto thy 
fathers. And the Lord will take away from thee all sickness.” 
(Deut. vi. 12 — 15.) God himself says — 

: -[K2*n '7i 'nw 

" I am the Lord that healeth thee.” (Exod. xv. 26.) But 
the oral law leads men away from God, and tells them to go to 
an approved man and to get an approved amulet, and for this 
allows to learn the language of demons, and to compel them by 
adjuration to be subservient. Where, in all the Old Testament, 
is there any thing like this ? When the widow’s son was sick, 
Elijah did not give her an amulet to make him well, and yet, 
if there were such things, it might be supposed that he knew 
of them, and knew how to make them ; in short, that he was 
an approved man and could make an approved amulet ; but 
Elijah’s trust was not in such heathen nonsense, but in the 
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God of Israel. Before Him he prostrated himself, and said, “ 0 
Lord my God, I pray thee, let this child’s sold come into him 
again.” (1 Kings xvii. 22.) When Hezekiah was sick, we 
read not that he sent for an approved amulet, but that “ He 
turned his face towards the wall, and prayed unto the Lord.” 
Not charms, but faith and prater, are the amulets of the 
Old Testament, and also of the New. The Lord Jesus Christ 
wrought many miracles of healing, and multitudes of sick 
people applied to him for relief, but he never directed them to 
amulets in order to attain it. His direction is, “Be not afraid, 
only believe.” (Mark v. 36.) His disciples also wrought great 
miracles on the sick, but not by amulets. Their confession 
is “ His name, through, faith in his name, hath given him this 
perfect soundness in the presence of you all.” (Acts iii. 16.) 
Apd their command is, not to wear amulets, but to pray. “ Is 
any sick among you ? Let him call for the elders of the 
Church ; and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in 
the name of the Lord ; and the prayer of faith shall save the 
sick, and the Lord shall raise him up ; and if he have com- 
mitted sins they shall be forgiven him. The effectual fervent 
prayer of a righteous man availeth much. Elias ivas a man 
subject to like passions as we are, and he prayed earnestly that 
it might not rain, and it rained not on the earth by the space 
of three years and six months. And he prayed again, and the 
heaven gave rain, and the earth brought forth her fruit.” 
(James v. 13 — 18.) This is the doctrine of the New Testament, 
exactly agreeing with that of Moses and the prophets, so that 
you need not fear that Christianity will lead you to heathen- 
ism : on the contrary, it will lead you back from the heathen- 
ism of magic and astrology, and amulets, to the God of Israel. 

But there is another feature in this doctrine concerning 
amulets, which must not be. overlooked, and that is that the 
manufacture of amulets may be made a mere trade for col- 
lecting the money of the credulous. If a man get a reputation 
as an approved manufacturer, the believers in the oral law will 
naturally apply to him in case of sickness, or other circum- 
stances, where amulets are of sendee, and of course the remedy 
is not to be had for nothing. We have known and heard of such 
things both in the west and in the east. And thus the poor 
Israelites are led away from the God of Israel, and induced, as 
the prophet says, “ To spend their money for that which is not 
bread, and their labour for that which satisfieth not.” But what 
a testimony does this whole doctrine furnish to the conduct and 
the doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth ? His great endeavour was 
to show the apostacy of the oral law, and to lead the people 
back from tradition to the Holy Scriptures. Was he right or 
was he wrong ? Which is the religion, of the oral law or of 
the New Testament, most agreeable to the religion revealed to 
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Moses and the prophets. Is the practice of magic a Mosaic 
doctrine P Is permission to hold converse with evil demons 
a Mosaic doctrine P Is astrology a Mosaic doctrine ? Is the 
manufacture of amulets and charms a Mosaic doctrine ? No ; 
they are all directly opposed to the doctrine and command- 
ments of Moses, and the practice of all the holy men of old. 
Are these things doctrines of the oral law ? Yes. Are they 
the doctrines of the New Testament ? No. Christians are taught 
to abstain from all such things. Then in this, at least, Chris- 
tianity is more like Mosaism. How long will the Jews suffer 
themselves to be thus deluded and imposed upon ? Many are 
perhaps ignorant of the details of that system which they pro- 
fess, hut such ignorance is highly culpable. If men profess a re- 
ligion they ought to know what it is, and what are its doctrines, 
and what the practices which it prescribes. Modern Judaism 
teaches, as the truth of God, all these heathenish notions and 
practices ; it is time, then, for the Jews to inquire whether this 
be the true religion in which they have continued for so many 
centuries, and if not, to stand in the ways and ask for the old 
paths. It is a vain thing for a few individuals of the nation 
to attempt to deny that these superstitions are an essential 
portion of modern Judaism. As long as the oral law is ac- 
knowledged to he of Divine authority, that oral law must itself 
he taken as the witness for its own doctrines, and the standard 
of the modern Jewish religion. There is no possible middle 
course : either Jews must altogether and publicly renounce the 
Talmud as false, superstitious, and heathenish, or they must 
be content to be regarded in one of two characters, either as its 
faithful disciples, who believe all it says, or as timid men- 
pleasers, who are afraid to confess the truth of God, or to pro- 
test against the errors of man, lest they should suffer some 
worldly loss or inconvenience. But is it possible that cowards, 
in the cause of God, should be found amongst the people of 
Gideon, who stood boldly against the idolatry of a whole city, 
and overthrew the altar of Baal, or amongst the offspring ot 
Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, w 7 ho dared a fiery furnace, or 
amidst the countrymen of Daniel who trembled not at the view 
of the lion’s den ? No, we will rather believe that all the Jews 
are still bigoted Talmudists, and that when they cease to be, 
they will come forward with the spirit of their fathers and 
the strength of their God to vindicate the truth’. 
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Both Jew and Gentile will agree that true religion is the 
fear of the Lord, but the difficulty is how are we to know 
it, and what are the marks that will help us to distinguish 
the true from the false ? The Word of God gives many, of 
which at present we select this one : — 

: n na:>n rrr&si 

“ The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom.” 
(Psalm cxi. 10.) True religion, as the Bible teaches, does 
not only better the heart, but also improves the under- 
standing ; whereas false religion not only corrupts, but also 
makes its votaries foolish. This is the uniform representation 
of the Bible, and thus we read of true religion, “ The law 
of the Lord is perfect, converting the soul : the testimony of 
the Lord is sure, making wise the simple.” (Psalm xix. 7.) 
And again, the wisest of men says, “ Then shalt thou under- 
stand righteousness, judgment, and equity ; yea, every good 
path. When wisdom entereth into thine heart, and know- 
ledge is pleasant to thy soul, discretion shall preserve thee, 
understanding shall keep thee.” (Prov. ii. 9 — 11.) The 
votaries of false religion are, on the contrary, described as 
devoid of all wisdom. “ They are altogether brutish and 
foolish ; the stock is a doctrine of vanities.” (Jer. x. 8.) 
And again, “ None considereth in his heart, neither is there 
knowledge nor understanding to say, I have burned part 
of it in the fire ; yea, also, I have baked bread on the coals 
thereof ; I have roasted flesh and eaten it ; and shall I make 
the residue thereof an abomination ? Shall I fall down to 
the stock of a tree ? He feedeth on ashes ; a deceived heart 
hath turned him aside, that he cannot deliver his soul, nor 
say, Is there not a lie in my right hand ? ” (Isaiah xliv. 19, 
20.) According to these passages of Scripture, wisdom is a 
test of true religion, and folly of a false one, let us then 
apply this test to the religion of the oral law, does it com- 
mend itself to the understanding by its wisdom, and the 
wisdom of its teachers? It is true, that it speaks well oi 
itself, and calls all its doctors “Wise men,” but the 

chapter on amulets, quite fresh in the memory of our readers, 
excites some doubts upon the subject, though of these we 
consider only the theory. The histories, which the Talmud 
gives of the Rabbinical practice with regard to such charms, 
lead to the inevitable conclusion that wisdom is not one of 
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the characteristics of the oral law. Take for example the 
following* direction to stop a bleeding at the nose : — 

'ib n'zacn ]na maa wb N-pnnn 'nsi smb 
Ktaban b»'s wb sb 'si ancob 'ib rt'b airiabi 
sb 'si jncnb 'pcic 12 sb'tc '22 sas rrb ainaa! 
'»a 'bi nvta ?pa 'an 'bn era 'an n'b aina'a 
swnen sbtrsi sno 2 Dsn snpr n'n'b sb 'sa car 
ana'bpai Ka'bibn Kpmoi sp'-naa scampi sp'nr 
snb'nc 'mn Vna'ai scarn saaa wbi mn 'inn 
si'nac awai inn saa'pc bana'ai sbna tr'aabi 
enra '2bc mtaa sbrsn a'an nas nmb sb 'si 
'snb mna nm sD'a 'snb mna in aip'ai rc2'ai 
n'bsatcn mna wina sa'a'n nna sa'a bpta'ai sc'a 
'mn bnaai n'a'an sana 'mna sbsatrn nnci 
'si nn'naa awai sa'taa tr'aa'ai snarn snb'nc 
n'br 'nc'bi k'» w'ai mana smn n'n'b sb 
s'abcn n>an pcc'b s'a 'an 'pc~n 'C'n 'c na'bi 

: sn'abc aa 

“ For a bleeding at the nose, let a man be brought who 
is a priest, and whose name is Levi, and let him write the 
word Levi backwards. If this cannot be done, get a layman, 
and let him write the following words backwards : — ‘Ana pipi 
Shila bar Snmki ; ’ * or let him write these words, ‘ Taam dli 
bemi keseph, taam li bemi pag^an ;’f or let him take a root 
of grass, and the cord of an old bed, and paper and saflron, 
and the red part of the inside of a palm tree, and let him 
burn them together, and let him take some wool, and twist 
two threads, and let him dip them in vinegar, and then 
roll them in the ashes, and put them into his nose. Or let 
him look out for a small stream of water that flows from 
east to west, and let him go and stand with one leg on each 
side of it, and let him take with his right hand some mud 
from under his left foot, and with his left hand from under 
his right foot, and let him twist two threads of wool, and dip 
them in the mud, and put them into his nostrils. Or let him 
be placed under a spout, and let water be brought and poured 
upon him, and let them say, ‘As this water ceases to flow, 
so let the blood of M., the son of the woman N., also cease.’ ” 
(Gittin, fol. 69, col. 1.) Now we ask any Jew of common 
sense, whether this passage Savours most of wisdom or folly ? 


* The only explanation which Rashi gives of these words is nth “ It 

is a charm.” 

t KTH 'Crri “ It is a charm.”— Rashi. 
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Vinegar and water may be very useful in such a case, or even 
mud, if used in sufficient quantity, might stop up the nose, 
and therefore stop the bleeding too, but what manner of benefit 
can proceed from the word Levi written backwards, or from 
those words which Itashi pronounces to be magical ? Why is 
the mud of water flowing from east to west more efficacious, 
and why is it to be taken with the right hand from under 
the left foot, and with the left hand from under the right 
foot? Plainly because the authors of this passage thought 
there was some charm or magic power, and their minds were 
so overpowered by superstition, as to lead them to disregard 
the plain words of Moses forbidding all magic. It cannot be 
pretended that this is a rare case, the Talmud abounds in such 
remedies, all equally wise. For instance, take the following 
mode of treatment for the scratch or bite of a mad dog : — 

tq hot abaa nasa canai na>nn pm lan 
ba ib naia aaan ninra mats') spi: nm mns 
mi: F]K mais tan crmn naa ibna-i vnir.' 
nmaataa c'taa m 'in 'staia < aataa ibap psi 
i nba rrnta nan rm -ids bsmattn / ia mpntan 
p-itan inn rrbapab m"a'a Ha's m"a'a 'sa 
inis panm ps mis panntaa bsiatai n'na s'an 
n"a rrb n'aai pnca n'a Fpm p-itan ma sbs 
ain-mai n'asa nbttra n^napn 'sa pnaa n'a tp'm 
in"3'a in n'a *)n atain' an nna Hain an 
'aaaa ma"p ias u'mi nnsab mambta spitaa 
nrnapn 'sa rvsa n'b nan n'baa nan naanm 
n'ba amani mam sasi sataa aa "as ias 
ssa'na Siam scsi sataas snnba ia saba sis 
Dinbp nap 'nap nb nasi Dimbp maa 'naa “[ba 
s'asab mambtaai nbo ]as ps msaa n n' n' 
ina'psai nnta 'ni' naan la nap 'a manapbi 
Dam nines' n'aapb inamaai snana ma'bpai 
sbs mtab sb s'a mta 'a snta 'ni' iD'in "jam 
pno'bi HTtai n'siaa nn sabi stanai snaiaa 
maa 'avaa na Has sin sma na sasi sn 'a 
: sami snaa n'a's n'b 

“ The rabbies have handed down the tradition, that there 
are five things to be observed of a mad dog : his mouth is 
open, his saliva flows, his ears hang down, his tail is between 
his legs, and he goes bv the sides of the ways. Some say 
also, that he barks, but liis voice is not heard. What is the 
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cause of his madness ? Rav says, it proceeds from this, that 
the witches are making their sport with him. Samuel says, 
it is an evil spirit that rests upon him. What is the dif- 
ference ? The difference is this, that in the latter case he is 
to he killed by some missile weapon. The tradition * agrees 
with Samuel, for it says, In killing him no other mode is to he 
used but the casting of some missile weapon. If a mad dog 
scratch any one, he is in danger ; but if he bite him he will die. 
In case of a scratch there is danger ; what then is the remedy ? 
Let the man cast off his clothes and run away. Ray Huna, 
the son of Rav Joshua, was once scratched in the street by one 
of them ; he immediately cast off his clothes and ran away. 
He also says, I fulfilled in myself those words, * Wisdom 
giveth life to them that have it.* (Eecles. vii. 12.) In case of 
a bite the man will die ; what then is the remedy ? Abai 
says, He must take the skin of a male adder, and write upon 
it these words, ‘I, M., the son of the woman N., upon the 
skin of a male adder, I write against thee, Kanti, Kanti, 
Klirus.’ Some say, ‘ Kandi, Kandi, Klurus, Jah, Jah, Lord of 
Hosts, Amen, Amen, Selah.’ Let him also cast off his clothes, 
and bury them in the grave-yard for twelve months of the 
year ; then let him take them up and burn them in an oven, 
and let him scatter the ashes at the parting of the roads. But 
during these twelve months of the year, when he drinks water, 
let him drink out of nothing but a brass tube, lest he should see 
the phantom-form of the demon and be endangered. This was 
tried by Abba, the son of Martha, who is the same as Abba, 
the son of Manjumi. His mother made a golden tube for him.” 
(Joma, fol. 83, col. 1.) This is a very plain case of the use of 
an amulet and of magic, but whether it be a proof of profound 
wisdom we leave to the judgment of the reader. What good 
can the poor man get from certain words written on the skin 
of a male adder ? or from first burying and then burning his 
clothes, and scattering the ashes on the cross-roads ? It cannot 
be pretended that this is medical treatment, and still less that 
it is the treatment commanded by the Word of God. If it had 
pleased God to command all this, we should not only submit, 
but gladly recommend this recipe in every similar case. To 
God Almighty no man can prescribe. He chooses what means 
he pleases, and may do so because his omnipotence can 
render them effectual. He healed the Israelites bitten by 
the fiery serpents by the sight of the brazen image, and 
he cured Naaman’s leprosy by bathing in the waters of 
Jordan. Whatever then be the means which He prescribes, 
our highest wisdom is to make use of them. But as he has 
not prescribed the means recommended by the Talmud, but 
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forbidden them in his general prohibition of magic, we must 
say that the man who uses them has bid adieu to all true 
wisdom. No wonder, then, if his own inventions are stamped 
with folly. But what will our readers think of the cause of 
the canine madness here assigned P “ Rav says, It proceeds 
from the witches who are making their sport with him. Samuel 
says, It is an evil spirit that rests upon him.” Rav believed, 
then, that God, whose mercies are over all his works, allows 
wicked women to torment hi s creatures, and to inflict 
upon them a dreadful malady to make sport for themselves. 
Is this wise, is it according to Scripture ? This is the doctrine 
of the oral law; and if Jesus of Nazareth had not protested 
against it, and taught a true doctrine by asserting the truth 
of Scripture, this would be the universal doctrine and practice 
of the Jews. Whoever believes the Talmud, must believe in 
this and all the other follies which it contains. Whoever 
rejects these things, confesses that the Talmud contains what 
is false and foolish, and thereby shakes or rather overthrows 
its authority. Some person will perhaps say that similar 
superstitions and follies have been found amongst Christians. 
AVe grant that this has been the case wherever Christians have 
departed from the written AVord of God, but can anything 
similar be found in the New Testament? That book is our 
standard of Christianity. As you say that the oral law is of 
divine authority, we say that the New Testament is of divine 
authority. AVe point out to you these follies, not in individual 
Jews, but in your book of authority. If you would make out 
a parallel case, you must do the same. But you cannot. The 
New Testament has nothing of the kind ; and it is for you to 
explain how this happens that the New Testament, which you 
believe to be false, is entirely free from every thing of the kind. 

Further, we ask every right-minded Israelite, whether he 
is not shocked at that profanation of the reverend and hoi) 
names of God which is here not only countenanced but 
prescribed. AVhat can a devout Jew think either of the man 
or the book that tells us to write the names, 

: msns mm m m 

“Jah, Jah, the Lord of Hosts,” by the side of such 
nonsense as Kanti, Kanti, Klurus P AVould he say that this 
is consistent with true religion ? And yet this profane use 
of the name of God for magical purposes, is not rare in the 
Talmud. The following is another instance : — 

snam sb: > sa' win: 'b irntrs nan 

sar-Q Nnivrn sim twsis 'd nmsDb 

nvis itcs n'ns rrbj? p'pm snvibsn rrb p^nci 

K 2 
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wntDN nm “ias ppm nbo pK pK mwas Tt m 
rKSoT > 'D _ i2 nsn nbn Kbnb «ba ]\a kb' 'nin: 'b 
■»a ptm n» sba pbn Kmisn pbiK mn Kin 
nna pm*iK ma >2 Kim kbit snsisi Knsana 
'am 1 'bnna pbpa 'bb pbi 'ki »NVnrn Kin 
Habra n'a npaa? vmn nrranb sbp sba rr>b 
Kj-vrna nrr pis b"K nnawi K2K wm n'nsato nVt 
sb \~nsn nasair ■'-122 sbi sbn sain Kba "p-iai 
bin Mate ites lb'nn Kb asa ck n ciK3 ikim 
: innar' Kbi nbir pn c'b bina 

“ Rabbah says, They that go down to the sea have told 
me, that when a wave is going to overwhelm a ship, sparks 
of white light are seen on its head. But if we strike it 
with a staff on which are graved the words, ‘ 1 am that I 
am, Jah, Lord of Hosts, Amen, Amen, Selah,’ it subsides. 
They that go down to the sea have told me, that the distance 
between one wave and another, is three hundred miles. It 
happened once that we were making a voyage, and we raised 
a wave until we saw the resting-place of the least of all 
the stars. It was large enough to sow forty bushels of 
mustard seed, and if we had raised it more w T e should have 
been burned by the vapour of the star. One wave raised its 
voice and called to its companion, O, companion, hast thou 
left anything in the world that thou hast not overflowed ? 
Come, and let us destroy it. It replied, Come and see the 
power of thy Lord. I could not overpass the sand even a 
hair’s-breadth, for it is written, ‘Fear ye not me? saith the 
Lord: will ye not tremble at my presence, which have 
placed the sand for the bound of the sea, by a perpetual 
decree that it cannot pass it?’ (Jer. v. 22.)” (Bava Bathra, 
fol. 73, col. 1. ) Here is the same profanation of the peculiar 
and holy names of God? it is to be engraved on a staff 
either to lay or to raise the waves. But besides the pro- 
fanity, just consider the folly of this whole story. In the 
first place, it ascribes to men, no matter whether they are 
good or wicked, absolute power over the waves of the sea. 
Anybody can engrave those names of God upon a staff, 
anybody can use the staff to strike the sea, and thus a 
wicked man, without either faith, fear, or love of God, may 
make and use an instrument which almost invests him with 
omnipotence. Is it possible that any son of Israel can be so 
credulous as to believe such manifest absurdity ? But this 
story reminds us again of the utter disregard of truth which 
characterises the Talmud. Here we are told that, by power 
of this magic staff, a wave was raised so high as to enable 
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those travellers to see the resting-place of the smallest of all 
the stars, and that so distinctly, too, as to he able to make 
a good guess at its measure. The slightest knowledge of 
modern astronomy is sufficient to show not only the impro- 
bability, but the utter impossibility of anything of the kind. 
The least of the stars visible to the naked eye is at an almost 
immeasurable distance from the earth, so as to make it 
perfectly ludicrous to talk of a wave being raised to such a 
height. All the water on the face of the globe would be far 
from sufficient for the formation of one such wave. But the 
Talmud intimates that they had the power of raising it still 
higher, and were prevented only by the fear of being scorched. 
But the Talmud is not satisfied with these wonders, it goes 
on to describe a conversation between two waves. The com- 
mentator, who evidently believed every word of the story, 
suggest that this conversation was carried on by the angels 
presiding over the waves. 

Dmn warns pss ma'ho ibip im sbo rrb 'mi 
: cn nrrbs n^iaan n^wbo saon / snp own bs 

The wave lifted up his voice, that is, it cried, and so we 
find, ‘ Deep calleth unto deep/ And perhaps this means the 
angels who were set over them.” The commentator, it ap- 
pears, had no doubt of the truth of the story, and how 
should he have, it* he believed in the Divine authority of 
the Talmud ? But we ask our readers do they believe this 
story — and if they do not, why not? Because it is too 
absurd, and too far beyond the bounds of possibility. Can, 
then, a book that swarms with similar accounts be from 
God ? By what means did all these things about magic, 
astrology, amulets, magical cures, and staves, get into the 
Talmud ? No doubt they were put in by the authors. 
Either, then, the authors believed in all these things, or 
they did not. If they did not believe in them, then they 
were evidently bad men, who deliberately wrote falsehood. 
But if they did believe these things, then, though not 
guilty of wilful falsehood, they were credulous, superstitious 
persons, who had no clear idea of the religion of Moses and 
the prophets ; and in either case they are most unsafe guides 
in religion. It is for the J ews of the present day to consider 
whether they will still adhere to a system that involves the 
belief of so many incredibilities and sanctions the profanation 
of the names or God for the purposes of magic. Eighteen 
centuries are surelv long enough to have remained in such 
thick darkness. Those who have been brought up in such 
a system ought now, at least, to arise and ask what have 
they and their forefathers been about all this while? And 
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liow it is that the New Testament, which they have rejected, 
is entirely free from such deformities ? Something has been 
decidedly wrong, or the chosen people of God could not have 
remained so long in captivity, unheeded and unhelped by the 
Holy One of Israel. An exhibition of the doctrines of the 
oral law explains the cause. Israel has departed from the 
religion of Moses, and pertinaciously adhered to a system 
compounded of human inventions, and idolatrous heathenism. 
They call Moses their master, and say that the oral law is 
derived from him, but if we may from the work, form a 
conjecture about the author, it is much more probably a 
tradition from the magicians of Egypt or the witch of Endor. 
And if it had been handed down as such — if the Israelites 
had presented the Talmud to the world and their posterity 
as part of the heavy yoke of Egypt, we should not have 
been astonished at the universality of its reception. But 
that Israel should ever have been so far imposed upon, as 
to believe that Moses or the prophets ever had anything to 
do with the oral law appears almost inexplicable. However 
unwilling one may be to apply to fellow-sinners any prophecy 
that contains a denunciation of God’s wrath, one cannot help 
asking, was it of tills that the prophet said, “ The Lord 
hath poured out upon you the spirit of deep sleep, and hath 
closed your eyes ; the prophets and your rulers the seers hath 
he covered. And the vision of all is become unto you as 
the words of a book that is sealed, which men deliver to one 
that is learned, saying, read this, I pray thee ; and he saith, 

I cannot, for it is sealed : and the book is delivered to 
him that is not learned, saying, Read this, I pray thee, and 
he saith, I am not learned.” (Isaiah xxix. 10 — 12.) This 
question is, however, far more important to Israel than to us, 
and to them we leave the answer. Some will still persist 
in the assertion that this heathenish compound is the highest 
wisdom. The great majority of the nation is devoted to the 
Talmud, which is still the cistern whence the synagogues 
endeavour to draw the waters of life. The multitude does 
it in ignorance, they are, therefore, not so culpable. But 
there are many that know better, what then is the reason 
that they do not strain every nerve to deliver their brethren ? 
These few do not suffer the oral law to interfere either with 
their business or their convenience. They profane the Sabbath, 
eat Gentile food, carry on their business on feasts and fes- 
tivals. If they do all this on principle, why not protest 
against error ? Is it because they are indifferent to the 
welfare of their brethren ? If indifference be the only fruit 
of this intellectual progress, instead of rising above, they 
have sunk below superstition itself. 
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If men would only employ in religion a little of that 
common sense and earnestness, which they find so necessary 
for the affairs of this life, they would by God’s blessing soon 
arrive at the truth. For example, if the father of a family 
should find, that by following the advice of a physician, 
sickness and death were constant guests, he would soon look 
out for another ; and he would he much quickened in his 
measures, if this physician’s counsel had produced the same 
results in the house of his father and his grandfather. He 
would not think it any shame, under such circumstances, to 
change his father’s physician for another ; on the contrary, 
he would think, and most men would agree with him, that 
it would be both a sin and a shame to retain him. Now 
let Israel make the application to their spiritual physicians, 
the Scribes, Pharisees, and Habbies. For many centuries they 
have punctually followed their advice, and the consequence 
has been one misfortune after another, and centuries of 
exile from the land which God gave to their fathers ; the 
very contrary of that which God has promised. God has 
said, if the Jews will obey the religion of 'Moses, that they 
shall be restored to their land. “ It shall come to pass . . . 
if thou shalt return unto the Lord thy God, and slialt obey 
his voice according to all that I command thee this day, 
thou and thy children, with all thy heart and with all thy 
soul ; that then the Lord thy God will turn thy captivity, 
and have compassion upon thee, and will return and gather 
thee from all nations,” &c. (Deut. xxx. 2, 3.) The Jews 
have obeyed the commands of the rabbies, and have not 
been gathered ; what is the conclusion ? Either that God’s 
promise has failed, which is impossible, or that the religion of 
the rabbies is not the religion of Moses. Such is the inevitable 
conclusion from the words of Moses and the facts of the case ; 
let it then lead the sufferers to examine the religion which 
they have hitherto professed. A very little examination will 
convince any reasonable man, that it is a fearful corruption of 
divine truth, a compilation made by men who professed to be 
astrologers and magicians. Let not the Jews think that our 
opinion is the result of prejudice. It has been deliberately 
formed on evidence furnished by the oral law itself. If we are 
wrong, let the rabbies prove the contrary. Let them, for 
example, explain the following law of modern Judaism. 

mpn by tsnnbb ima t»n: w mpy ■caaty 
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12b ptnbi min stirb ns pawn ibnsi nrwir 
pioni b'Nin tmbs b'sia -mn ]'sw 'a bn P|« 
: vbs mm *pan sbts ns ib nmn sm 

“ If any person be bitten by a scorpion or a serpent, it is 
lawful to charm the place of the bite, even on the Sabbath-day, 
in order to quiet his mind, and to encourage his heart, although 
it is a thing utterly profitless. Because the man is in danger, 
they have pronounced this lawful for him that his mind may 
not be distracted.” (Hilchoth Accum. c. xi. 11.) Here the 
rabbies have allowed what God has absolutely forbidden. The 
men who profess such reverence for the Sabbath allow it to be 
profaned by magic, which is one of the works of the devil, 
liambam, whose words we have just quoted, felt that it was 
both wicked and foolish, and has therefore endeavoured to 
furnish an excuse, saying that it is of no use, and is only 
allowed to quiet the mind of the sufferer. But that does not 
alter the unlawfulness. Besides, what sort of opinion could 
liambam and the rabbies have had of the Jews, when they say 
that magic is permitted in order to quiet their minds ? They 
evidently supposed that the Jews were a weak and superstitious 
people, who believed so firmly in charms, that the use of them 
would quiet the mind ; and so ignorant or careless about God’s 
commandments, that they could be comforted by their trans- 
gressions. The excuse, therefore, only makes the case worse. 
It takes for granted that the professors of the oral law are 
ignorant and superstitious ; and then to quiet their minds 
allows the transgression of the law of Moses, and that on the 
Sabbath-day. But this excuse is altogether Itambam’s in- 
vention. The original passage in the Talmud says nothing 
about quieting the man’s mind, it simply says — 

: rutin nmpm Q'ti'ra ntr'nb I'ccmbi 

“It is lawful to charm serpents and scorpions on the Sab- 
bath-day.” (Sanhedrin, fol. 101, eol. 1.) And Itashi’s com- 
mentary on the passage — 

: ipT sbit? but! n 


“ That they may not do injury.” This man, then, who spent 
his life in the study of the Talmud, knew nothing of Itambam’s 
apology. He plainly believed that by charming serpents on 
the Sabbath, they might be prevented from doing harm, and 
that on this account, and not for the purpose of quieting the 
mind, they were permitted so to do. This was also the opinion 
of that famous expounder of Jewish law, the Baal Turim, for 
after quoting Itambam’s words, he adds : — 
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-erf? initt mpy ih trna v-ns n'SYnttf •>» 
by tyrrbn n* 2 Jnn aria impn' Kbty •ny trnbb 
p'la'nn by wnpn pi minn p piDD s~npm naan 
'i sb ppn by j'b'sn in jtd naa in nya' sbc 
bbaa can® sbs n'tynaai n’nan bbaa anta cnb 
nan nsisn mm mai fcnyta rmra e’ns’on 
by wmba spn t»*rs — n a'a;n nsisn sbs p'Ni 
ib putt? Kin inis ppm n'ata cw matai naan 
'bia ian sb ppn ir« as bas san cbiyb pbn 
naan by pica tamba k3'n sto'h imai 'sn 
ep csi > c'ata eta main sbai np’pn sba lb'es 
pnb piaa'snpb nmai mia ban mtaas naao la 

: inaa by nb'ba pro 

“ If any person be pursued by a serpent or a scorpion, it is 
lawful to charm it to prevent it from doing injury. Kambam 
has written, He that charms a wound, or reads a verse from 
the law (as a charm), and also he that reads over an infant 
that it may not be afraid, or who lays a roll of the law or 
phylacteries upon a child, are not only to be accounted as one 
of the charmers and magicians, but as of the deniers of the law, 
for they use the words of the law as medicine for the body, 
whereas it is only a medicine for the soul. It. Isaac says 
absolutely, that he who charms a wound, mentioning at the 
same time the name of God and spitting, is the charmer of 
whom it is said that he has no share in the* world to come : but 
if he does not spit, the matter is not so grave. It is, however, 
forbidden to use a verse as a charm over a wound, even though 
there will be no spitting nor mentioning the name of God. But 
if life be in danger , every thing is lawful ; and it is lawful to 
read a verse as a defence, for instance at night in bed.” (Joreh 
Deah. § 179.) From this it is pretty plain that the charming of 
serpents was allowed, not as Kambam says to quiet the mind 
of him that had been bitten, but to prevent injury 7 , for it is 
allowed before the man is bitten at all, if he be only pursued 
by a serpent or a scorpion. But what a picture does this 
whole passage give us of the religious state of the Kabbinic 
. Jews, both rabbies and people. Here you have the people 
described, not by Christians, but by the rabbies themselves, 
as sunk in the depths of superstition, using a sepher torali, 
a roll of the law, or phylacteries as a sort of charm for 
the benefit of children, and you have the rabbies forbidding 
this at one time, but allowing what is equally forbidden by 
God, to charm serpents : and, in case of danger, declaring that 
14 Every thing is lawful,” that is, allowing them to do what 
K 3 
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will make them, according to Itambam’s opinion, charmers, 
magicians, and deniers of the law. And this is the Jewish 
religion, and this is what the Jews have gained by rejecting 
Christianity. We, poor Gentiles, who cannot trace our pedi- 
gree to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, should be ashamed of 
such follies. And if such wicked heathenish practices were to 
be found in our religious books, we would not let an hour pass 
over until we had lifted up our voice and protested against 
them, and should use every lawful means to deliver our chil- 
dren from such ungodliness and error. 

We have now given quotations from the two great digests of 
Jewish law on the subject of using charms, but it is worth 
while to consider the context of the original passage, upon 
which these laws are based, as that will prove that the Talmud 
has not been misrepresented by its compilers. 

]'irmbi naan pszs 'ma in&Etwaai I'DD pan lan 
an ba 'ba vn'aaai nataa n'aipsi c't»n: ntp'nb 
a'-m naa bN'baa p psa® pi aa« natca ]'an 
7'sa no« baa "la'Nti? 'baa bas baan ^baa cmas 
Sana ibis 'ov nataa anta aaia pbsata 
'Da' n p)«a 'Di' na nabn saan an aaN -tidn 
ia pna' aai t-*n 'a naan oataa sbn mas sb 
sns spa soa n'b n'aansa snsa aba'sn nov 

: rrabai 

“ Our rabbies have handed down the tradition that it is lawful 
to anoint and rub the stomach (of a sick man) on the Sabbath, 
also to charm serpents and scorpions on the Sabbath: also 
to pass an instrument across the eye on the Sabbath. 11. 
Simeon, the son of Gamaliel, says, that this only applies to an 
instrument which may be moved,* but with one that may not 
be moved, it is unlawful. But it is unlawful on the Sabbath 
to make inquiry of demons. It. Jose says, this is also unlawful 
on week-days. Itav Huna says, the decision is not according 
to It. Jose : and It. Jose himself said this only on account of 
danger, for that is what occurred in the case of It. Isaac, the 
son of Joseph, who was swallowed up in a cedar tree, but a 
miracle was wrought for him — the cedar opened and cast him 
out.” (Sanhedrin, fol. 101, col. 1.) We have here, first, the 
charming of serpents ; we ask, then, could the Talmudic 
doctors really believe in such folly or allow such wickedness 
on the Sabbath ? Is there any misunderstanding, or does the 
context show, that they were men of that superstitious turn of 
mind to justify this idea ? The context is all of a piece, for after 
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permitting the charming of serpents, it goes on to discuss the 
lawfulness of asking counsel of demons, and here Rashi shall 
' explain what this means : — 

]'bs3® 323 C1B V323N®3 1'®32 p® D'3® -1213 

ro®2 ni®3?b -nosi crib n'Taa cm d' 3® rr ®222 

: T--n N32aa m®a 

“To make inquiry of demons, is what they do when any 
| thing is lost. They make inquiry by the work of demons, and 
they tell them, and this is forbidden on the Sabbath, on ac- 
count of the words, ‘ Not finding thine own pleasure/ (Isaiah 
lviii. 13.)” This is plainly a magical operation, but yet the 
rabbies do not say that it is unlawful because it is magical, 
but because it would be attending to one’s own concerns. In 
like manner, they say, it is unlawful on week-days, only on 
account of the danger. And an instance is given in Rabbi 
Isaac of what might happen ; and here, again, we ask counsel 
1 of Rashi, in order to understand what Rabbi Isaac was about. 
This commentator tells us : — 

n®233 ipnnb 3®n ®p23 o'i» n®222 bsi® rrn 

: nsn 33?b23 D3 ib 

“ He was asking counsel, by means of a demoniacal opera- 
tion, and the demon sought to do him an injury, but a miracle 
was wrought for him, and a cedar tree swallowed him.” Such, 

, then, is the context, those men who permit the charming of 
| serpents, also teach the doctrine of asking advice of demons, and 
give us a practical example in one of their friends. There can, 
therefore, be no mistake; the one feature of their religious 
system exactly agrees with the other : and the authors of the 
oral law represent themselves as patrons and practisers of 
charms and magic, and therefore to every lover of the Mosaic 
law, as unwise and ungodly men. It is, however, curious to 
see how they endeavoured to quiet their own conscience, and 
that of the people, in a matter so evidently repugnant to the 
plain words of Scripture. They pretended that there was a 
holy sort of magic in the practical Cabbala, which men might 
learn, and then perform the greatest miracles. 

Vi3 CSVYOIS '2 32N3® Nab V ”112 'p'32 122 ''N 

*m m rrapb n' 33 ® N -123 N -12 N 22 -an D'b '322 
-i2N rrb -nna sp mn sbi mna '»n® a sp mn 
N'2®3N 233 N3'3I3 23 *p3BSb 33i3 ns N'32I3 ]a rrb 
332'a3 m'2' 32D3 3pD23 NH2® 'bsa bD '20' 33i3 
: mb , ’b2N3 snb'n sbs'2 3nb 
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. “If the righteous wished, they might create the world, for 
it is written, ‘ But your sins separate, &c/ Rabba created a 
man, and sent him to Rabbi Zira. He spoke with him, but 
wTien the other did not answer him, he said, Thou art from 
the magicians, return to thy dust. Ray Chanina and Rav 
Oshaia used to sit every Sabbath eve and study the book of 
Jetzirah, and then created for themselves a three-years-old 
calf, and ate it.” (Sanhedrin, fol. 65, col. 2.) The second 
miracle is here ascribed to the study of a certain book. In 
Rashi the first miracle performed by Rabba is ascribed to the 
same source. 

ni'nis nabatD m'S' iso N-aa nto 

: n® 

“ He created the man by means of the book of Jetzirah, for 
it taught him the combination of the letters of the name of 
God.” According to this account, these rabbies were much 
greater men than Moses or any of the prophets, for in the 
whole Old Testament there is not one such miracle recorded. 
Moses never created any thing, neither did he perform any 
of his miracles without the help of God. Either the Lord 
immediately commanded him, or he sought the Lord’s help. 
But these rabbies acquired the power of omnipotence by 
studying a particular book, and exercised it either for their 
amusement or their profit. Rabba created a man, and sent 
him to Rabbi Zira, not as it appears to do any good, or to 
glorify God, but simply to show his power, or to act a little 
bit of waggery ; and the other two created a fat calf for 
themselves every Sabbath eve, that they might have a good 
dinner. The difference between these miracles and those 
recorded in Scripture is obvious. The Scripture miracles are 
either for the glory of God, or the good of man. The 
rabbinical miracles are altogether for the glory of man, and 
the gratification of self. Moses smote the rock, and supplied 
all Israel with water. The rabbies create a calf, and eat it 
themselves. No doubt there were many poor people in Is- 
rael at the time of Rabbies Oshaia and Chanina, who would 
have been very glad of a calf for their Sabbath dinner, whv 
did they not create a calf or two for them ? Tliis selfish 
falsehood betrays itself, and bears on its front its own con- 
demnation. The whole doctrine of the combination of the 
letters in the name of God is a pure invention of men, whose 
minds have been debased by superstition. There is not a 
word about it in the whole Bible, and it is derogatory to 
the honour of God, who is the only Creator. 

The whole Talmudic doctrine of magic does, however, 
explain the reason why the Scribes and Pharisees were so 
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little moved by the real miracles of Jesus of Nazareth and his 
disciples. Their minds were fully possessed with faith in the 
power of cabalistic magic, they therefore were insensible to 
the real displays of divine power. They were in the same 
state of mind as Pharaoh and his magicians, who looked on 
the miracles of Moses as a mere proof of magical skill, and 
hardened their hearts. Even when they confessed “ This is 
the finger of God,” they were not converted. Pharaoh still 
persisted in his resistance. And so it was with the Scribes 
and Pharisees. When the Lord had raised Lazarus from the 
dead, “then gathered the chief priests and the Pharisees 
in council, and said, What do we ? for this man doeth many 
miracles.” They acknowledged the fact of the miracles, but 
did not receive their evidence, for they believed that the study 
of the book of Jetzirah would enable them to do greater. No 
miracle, therefore, could convince them. But besides this, 
their hearts were corrupt, and they had apostatized from the 
law of Moses ; they therefore did not love the truth. They 
had turned aside to charms and magic, and asking counsel of 
demons ; and when men do this, the understanding becomes 
darkened, so that it is rendered impervious to the light. 
Their unbelief, therefore, becomes an evidence to the truth 
of Christianity. If such transgressors of the law of Moses, 
and such unblushing relaters of falsehood had believed, it 
would have cast a shade of suspicion over the whole Gospel 
history. If the men, who say that liabba created a man, 
and the two other worthies created a calf every week, had 
appeared as witnesses for the truth of Christianity, the 
miracles of the Gospel would have appeared in one category 
with these most absurd fictions. But when such men appear 
as the enemies and persecutors of Jesus, it testifies that He 
was not one of them, and that as they were bad men, and 
loved a false system, his doctrine must necessarily have had 
something good in it, or they would not have opposed it. 

But this doctrine explains still more clearly the cause of 
God’s wrath against Israel. The Jews boast that since the 
Babylonian captivity, they have been free from idolatry, but 
this is not true. They have not made images, that is, they 
have avoided the form, but they have retained all the substance 
of idolatrous heathenism. The man who charms a serpent is 
an idolater, and the religion which permits it is idolatrous and 
heathenish. The man who asks counsel of demons is an ido- 
later of the worst class, for he does homage to unclean spirits. 
He turns his back upon the allwise God, who ought to be the 
counsellor of all his children, and by making demons his ad- 
visers, makes them his gods, and yet this is also allowed in 
the religion of the rabbies if it can be done without danger. 
Those Jews, therefore, who believe in the oral law — that is, all 
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Jews who make use of the synagogue prayers, have departed 
from the law and the God of Moses, and have chosen for them- 
selves the doctrines and the gods of the rabbies. How then 
can God have compassion upon them and gather them ? The 
thing is impossible, until they utterly renounce ail these delu- 
sions, confess their sin in having followed them so long, and 
“ return and seek the Lord their God and l)avid their king.” 
A long trial has been made of the rabbinical medicine, and it 
has altogether failed. Wherever the religion of the oral law 
has been or is predominant, its sway has been marked by the 
misery of the people. And the first dawn of a happier day has 
appeared only since the time that a part of the nation burst 
the fetters of rabbinic superstition. Compare the state of the 
German Jews with that of their brethren in Turkey or on 
the coast of Morocco. Some of the former have abandoned 
the oral law, and the latter still cling to it with a bigoted 
devotion ; and yet the former have had a blessing in the im- 
provement of their temporal and intellectual condition, and the 
latter still remain in mental and corporeal slavery. The mere 
renunciation of liabbinism has produced these beneficial effects, 
and if the Jews of Europe go on from the renunciation of error 
to the attainment of truth, that is, if they return to the religion 
of Moses and the prophets, the promises of God will be ful- 
filled, and the nation will be restored to the land of their 
fathers. 

The Rabbinic Jews comfort themselves with the idea, that 
they cannot have this world and the world to come too ,* but 
they confound two things which are perfectly distinct, God’s 
mode of dealing with individuals, and his mode of dealing 
with nations. Individuals have not only an existence in time, 
but for eternity. Worldly misfortune to an individual is, 
therefore, no proof of God’s displeasure, because the world is 
only a part, and that the smallest part, of his existence. But 
the case of nations is different. They exist only in time, and 
therefore the rewards and punishments must be temporal, and 
so God has uniformly promised to the Jewish people temporal 
prosperity, in case of rational obedience, and temporal calamity 
in the former case. Whenever, therefore, we see Israel exiled 
from their land and scattered among the nations, we must 
infer, if Moses has spoken the truth, that it is because they 
have departed from the God of their fathers. 
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How little the oral law has hitherto done to promote the 
peace and happiness of Israel, we considered in our last number. 
It may, however, be replied, that it has not had a fair trial, 
and that the failure is to be attributed rather to the people 
than to the law. This possible reply naturally leads us to 
think, what then would be the state ot Israel and of the world 
at large, if the oral law were universally and exactly observed, 
and its disciples had supreme dominion in the world P Suppose 
that all the kingdoms of the world were melted into one vast 
and universal monarchy, and the sceptre swayed by a devout 
and learned rabbi, and all the magisterial offices filled by able 
and zealous Talmudists, would the world be happy ? This is a 
fair question, and well deserves consideration, for there can be 
no doubt that true religion was intended by its Divine Author 
to promote the happiness of his creatures : — 

: aibtp rrmivu bai osna 'an nan 

“ Her ways are ways of pleasantness, and all her paths are 
peace.” (Prov. iii. 17.) And that not of a few, but of all 
without exception. 

: wo ins bs sbn < labab ms as sbn 

“ Have we not all one father ? Hath not one God created 
us ? ” (Mai. ii. 10.) That religion, therefore, cannot be of God, 
which would make the greatest portion of his creatures miser- 
able, and confer happiness on a very limited number. The re- 
ligion that came from heaven, wherever it exists, must contain 
the elements of happiness for all nations, and include all 
the families of man. It must exclude none but the wilfully 
and obstinately wicked, who cany the torments of hell in their 
own bosom, and would be necessarily unhappy even in heaven 
itself. . A religion, whose principles, if triumphant, would effect 
so desirable a consummation, must be true. The question is, 
whether modern Judaism, if it had full and free scope for the 
realization of all its principles, would bear such blessed fruit ? 
Our late inquiries about amulets and magic led us to consider 
some of the laws about the Sabbath-day, and as when true 
religion prevails, this ought to be the happiest day of the 
week, the laws respecting it shall furnish materials for our 
answer. That a rabbinical Sabbath would be the happiest 
day in the week we much doubt, for, in the first place, to keep 
the rabbinical Sabbath aright, it is necessary to be perfectly 
acquainted with all the laws relating to it, which are very 
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many and very intricate, occupying even in Bambam’g com- 
pendium, including the notes, above one hundred and seventy 
folio pages.* That any conscientious man can be happy with 
such a load of law about his neck appears impossible. He must 
be in continual fear and trembling lest he should through for- 
getfulness or inadvertence be guilty of transgression, and the 
continued watchfulness and anxiety would be more intolerable 
than the hardest labour. But if Kabbinism wielded the su- 
preme power, he would have to dread the most severe and 
immediate punishment : — 

cvai nastttr ntry man nysbaa 'retry nn'ytr 
msa bee nrsba iy ntrirn bn iniasn 'irytrn 
by ntrsn xb -ia S3tr ntryn sb by -on nary 
nary ns nysba n"try by y"n inai > nysra 
nsnnm any car n'n csi my y"n pin itntnr 

: nnyp nsan pap y"n ntotra nary csi bpo: 

“To rest on the seventh day from work is an affirmative 
precept, for it is said, ‘ On the seventh day thou shalt rest. 
Whosoever, therefore, does any work, annuls an affirmative, 
and transgresses a negative preeept, for it is said, ‘ Thou shalt 
do no manner of work.’ What is meant by being guilty on 
account of doing work? If it be done voluntarily and pre- 
sumptuously, the meaning is, that he is liable to excision, and 
if there were witnesses and a warning, he is to be stoned. 
If he did it in error, he must bring a certain sin-offering.” 
(Hilehoth Shabbath, c. i. 1.) This sounds something like the 
law of Moses, but is in reality far more severe. The whole 
foree depends upon the meaning of the word “ work,” and the 
rabbinical sense would entirely destroy the peace of society. 
If, for instance, a poor man could not afford to have his Sab- 
bath lamp burn all day, and should extinguish it to save the 
oil ; or if a humane man should see burning coals in some place 
likely to do injury to others, and should extinguish them, they 
would both be guilty, and if some zealous Talmudists happened 
to be present, and first remonstrated with them on the unlaw- 
fulness of the aet, they would both be tried, found guilty, and 
stoned to death : — 

nsiab -p-ic irstr s"ys retry nysba ntnrn by 
-on ns nyytr '-in my > n'by y"n nysba btr 
ms' t^btr 'yy nb'reb is ptrb -pry sine asa 
-a btr Din ypy' tsbtr 'ir is rptr' sbtr 'iy is 
pstr o v ysi myyb ynyrn rni nysba 'lyyntr aaa 

* Hilehoth Shahhath and Hilehoth Eruvin extend from fol. 140 to fol. 226. 
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'jets is pton '3 cq sbs roa sbi 'irian fp 2 b tts 
I' auan pi i 2 "n nt '-in nb'ncn 'asa "is oinn 
nbn:n ns naaan is nro mas n \’ipn ns 
fpab -pis 13'sto s"3?si a^n oai in ipir sba? nn 
'in prnn p'mnb isbs mnnnn pyinb is >innn 
: ntn wsyo bn pi n"n nt 

“ Whosoever does any work on the Sabbath, even though he 
does not do it for the sake of the work itself, is nevertheless 
guilty. How so ? If, for instance, a man extinguishes a lamp, 
because he wants the oil or the wiek, and wishes that it should 
not waste, nor be burned, or that the earthenware part of the 
lamp should not be cracked; inasmuch as the extinguishing 
is work, and his intention was to extinguish it : although the 
mere act of extinguishing it was not the ultimate object, but on 
the contrary, the saving of the oil or the wick, or the earthen 
lamp, he is, nevertheless, guilty. And in like manner, whoso- 
ever, removes thorns a distance of four ells in a public place, or 
whosoever extinguishes coals to prevent the public from being 
injured, is guilty : although the ultimate object was not the 
extinguishing nor the moving, but he simply intended to 
prevent the injury, he is guilty, and so in all similar cases.” 
(Ibid.) If this were the law of the land, and the executive were 
in the hands of Talmudistic zealots, the peace of the world 
would be at an end. The poor man could not be happy, when 
he saw his little property wasting; and the humane man would 
either be made miserable at the thought of being able to prevent 
much injury, and yet not doing it, or would have to expose 
himself to the danger of a cruel and ignominious death. We 
know enough of the general character of the Jewish nation to 
believe that there are amongst them those who would brave the 
danger, whose generous hearts would rise above personal con- 
siderations, but how dreadful would be the consequences ! A 
man of a tender heart, the father of a family, would be induced, 
by the best of feelings, to save his fellow-men from injury. 
He would return to his family, and tell them how God had 
given him an opportunity of doing good. The family worthy 
of such a father would rejoice to hear the information, but the 
sequel of his story would turn their joy into mourning. He 
would have to tell them that ignominious death would be the 
consequence, and that because he dared to do an act of charity, 
and to love his brother as himself, the morrow would see his 
wife a widow and his children orphans. But suppose, that 
when he performed the act, he had been attended by two of his 
sons, now grown up, and zealots for the oral law — that they 
had warned him, and then became his accusers, as they must, if 
firm believers in Talmudig religion, he would have the additional 
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pangs of seeing his own flesh and blood as the foremost of his 
executioners. This one "law would clothe the world with 
mourning, and make the light of the Sabbath sun the curse of 
mankind. Though men might be found at first to brave the 
danger, the course of time and the inflexible severity of the law 
would soon annihilate all generous feeling. Children would be 
trained up with the idea that humanity is not a Sabbath virtue, 
and the constant resistance of the tender feelings would harden 
the heart, and mankind in time become totally insensible on 
week-days as well as Sabbath-days ; and thus the enforcement 
of this one law would produce universal selfishness, and this 
would certainly not promote the happiness of the world. But 
take another case of a man, who leaves his home on the Friday 
morning to go a short distance into the country, intending to 
return before the commencement of the Sabbath ; he meets 
with an accident, and breaks a limb ; on the Sabbath he is 
sufficiently restored to think of the anxiety of his family, and 
writes a short note to inform them of his state, this act of 
common love and kindness would cost him his life ; nay, if he 
had only begun the letter, and then overcome by fear or weak- 
ness, had left it unfinished, a rabbinic tribunal would condemn 
him to be stoned. 

m Vrtnm ratm muba nia?3?b pinnan bo 
rosban brj n'btrn sbt» q"3?n -n3?'2?3 ntpjn 

rras mrob piaroa? '-in tto rns'btpnb piDma? 
n'bartp 13 ? m sb e'-idin i'^ rDE ?2 1122? is 

EirD'trn sbs rrosn bn is nmn bs Eiro'i iscn 

. ni'ms 'ns? 

“Whosoever intends to do any work on the Sabbath, and 
begins it, and does a certain measure, is guilty, although he 
docs not finish all that he intended. How so P Suppose he 
intended to write a letter, or a contract on the Sabbath, it is 
not to be thought that he will not be guilty until he finish his 
business, and write the whole contract or the whole letter. On 
the contrary, as soon as he shall have written two letters (of 
the alphabet) he is guilty.” (Ibid.) And consequently, if it 
can be proved, must be stoned. Every one’s daily experience 
will tell them of the many similar cases where a letter may be 
necessary for the peace or well-being of an individual or a 
family, and when? the delay of a day would be a serious injury. 
If rabbinism held the reins of power, the anxiety, the sorrow, 
the injury must all be endured; the Sabbath-day must be made 
a burden and a curse, instead of a blessing, or life itself must 
be exposed to danger. But this "would not be the only misery. 
These sanguinary laws would, as religious laws, bind the 
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I consciences of the weak and superstitious. A man’s domestics, 
or his children, or even his wife, would become spies over all 
, his Sabbath doings, and the denouncers of eveiy transgression ; 
and thus domestic confidence, without which not even the 
shadow of happiness can exist, would be destroyed, and a man’s 
foes would he those of his own household. Much has lately 
been thought and said about the sanguinary nature of the laws 
of England, but the laws of Draco himself were merciful when 
compared with the religious enactments of the rabbies. Draco 
only sentenced to death men convicted of a crime. The oral 
law condemns to stoning the man, woman, or child who will 
venture to write two letters of the alphabet, or even who will 
extinguish fire to prevent a public injury. Nay, in some eases, 
where it actually pronounces a man innocent, it nevertheless 
commands him to he flogged. 

is ni 32 b ap^bi rrninttf O'ssn aipbb inoro 
-oin -pnrn c' 233 ? 12 insi sasn aipbb pi 2 ri 3 t» 

( Q"a?s ties nasn 2"nsi nbrtm tarasm ap'bi 
2tzma? *ns2 ap'b sbi Vsin 2t»nt» na ba ap'bti? 
Mbs mmn mas Mbs? nwv ri 3 ii 2 sbaa- -naa 

: rns&na rosba 

“ If a man intended to gather black figs, hut gathered white 
figs, or if he intended to gather figs and afterwards grapes, 
but the matter has been inverted, and he gathered the grapes 
first, and afterwards the figs, he is not guilty. Although he 
have gathered all that he thought of gathering, yet, because he 
did not gather them in the intended order, he is not guilty, for 
he did what was unintentional and the law forbids only 
intentional work.” (Ibid.) We pass by the manifest absurdity 
of this decision, which is, however, sufficient to prove that this 
law is not of God, because it is more important to consider 
what is to be done with a man not guilty. The law of England, 
or any other civilized country, would say, of course, that he is 
to go free ; but not so the oral law. it commands that the man 
should be flogged. 

•nn 1 nas nr -121 ntri^no? -ias 3 tp aipa b2i 
bos p-ipn pi nbpon pi rron p nas nt 
Q'-oiD ■naia rnD'si man *127 inis mtrab nos 
■p2Z2 pru2 mis rrovjm nasban p npmn sini 

: nvna maa mis 

“ Wherever it is said, he that doeth anything is not guilty, 
the meaning is, that he is not liable to excision, nor stoning, 
nor a sacrifice, but that thing is unlawful to be done, and the 
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prohibition is of the words of the Scribes, and is intended as a 
removal from the possibility of work : and he that does it pre- 
sumptuously, is to be flogged with the flogging of rebellion.” I 
(Ibid.) Here, then, we have a whole class of erimes which the 
oral law itself allows are no crimes according to the law of 
Moses, but which it thinks fit to punish with that dreadful 
and degrading infliction. Are the professors of this traditional 
religion really acquainted with its ordinances ? or can any man 
believe that a religion which, if it had full scope and power, 
would become the torment of the human race, ean emanate 
from God ? 

If ever this religion attains supreme power, its adherents will 
be reduced to a state of the most deplorable bondage, but what 
would be its effect upon the other nations of the world ? It 
would, in the first place, deprive all other nations of a Sabbath ; 
for we have already quoted the law (No. 3, p. 22), which . 
decides, “ That a Gentile who keeps a Sabbath, though it be 
on one of the week-days is guilty of death,” and though not to 
be executed, is yet to be flogged. This would be a very serious 
diminution from the happiness of millions of human beings. 
The Gentile — who, like the Jew, must earn his bread by the 
sweat of his brow, and devote six days to the concerns of the 
world — requires a day of rest from secular labours, and cares, 
and thoughts, to relieve his body and to refresh his soul, and 
hold communion with his God. Of this the oral law would 
deprive him, or, if his conscience compelled him to sanctify one 
day in seven, he would have to purchase his spiritual enjoyment 
by" corporeal suffering. Many would, no doubt, be terrified at 
the thought of the punishment, and all traee of a Sabbath 
would in time cease amongst the Gentiles. The multitude 
would soon be left destitute of religious instruction, and general ( 
viee and misery be the consequence. This religion, then, of* 
the oral law, would certainly not promote the happiness of the 
Gentiles, and they are the overwhelming majority of mankind: 
it therefore cannot be of God. But the violent deprivation of a 
holy day of rest would be far from producing kindly feelings 
towards the Jews. Mankind ^vould rebel against such oppres- 
sion $ and the religion which commanded it instead of obtain- 
ing their reverence, as it ought to do if true, would become 
their detestation. This unhappy feeling v T ould be increased by 
other similar laws, equally wanting in charity. For instance — 

7'si naaa iVcsi naaa man ns rs 

bas caan ViVn caa psa e"ssi na^sb paain 
mvnnb pnaa iasa aaa attnn na na ns ptba 
: naan ns n-bi? pbbnn psi 

“ A Gentile woman is not to be delivered upon the Sabbath, 
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jfliot even for payment, neither is the enmity to be regarded. It 
,Ss not to be done, even though no profanation of the Sabbath 
should be implied. But the daughter of a sojourning proselyte 
may be delivered, for we are commanded to preserve the life of 
‘such, but the Sabbath is not to be profaned on her account” 
(Ibid. chap. ii. 12.) We ask every Jew who has got the heart 
of a man, whether such a law can be from God ? or whether 
the religion of which it forms a part ean be true ? A poor 
woman, in the hour of her extremity, is to be left to her fate, 
simply because she is an idolatress. The mother and the child 
are both to be left to perish, because, either through her own 
fault, or through the circumstances of her birth, she has re- 
mained ignorant of the true God. But grant, for the sake of 
argument, that the mother is so hardened a sinner as to be 
beyond the mercies of sinful men, what has the, child done, 
that its life is to be given as a sport to chance ? Is that the 
way to convert a sinner from the error of her ways, or to 
recommend the true religion ? The most besotted of idolaters, 
who believes at all in a Divine and merciful being, would 
pronounce such religion false. A few such cases would soon 
spread through the world, and Judaism become the aversion of 
every heart that can sympathize with suffering. And thus, if 
true, it would confirm all mankind in error. But it cannot be: 
the religion that comes from God bears the impress of its au- 
thor, and teaches such love and kindness that the practice of it 
softens, where it does not convert. Its bitterest enemies must 
confess that its practical principles are worthy of all admiration. 
But there is here a second case, the daughter of a sojourning 
proselyte, towards whom the oral law is a little more lenient, 
it allows such an one to be delivered, but does not permit the 
Sabbath to be profaned on her account. Suppose then that 
sueh an one found herself in the midst of Jews, and after her 
delivery required the comfort of a fire or warm food for herself 
or her infant, or any other assistance that would imply a 
breach of the Sabbath, it could not be done, but for an 
ls;uelitess it may be done ; can this proceed from Him who 
seeks the happiness of all his creatures ? It cannot be said that 
this is a rare case, for it is easy to show that this is the general 
spirit of the oral law : — 

bsnto' ab'ss a'bsnto'i ana ro to'to nan nn'n 
So 1'npsa nbasa nn'bo nbsaa ana fjbsa ms 
mns nanb cno ins ton's < Ssnto' 'asa bon 
ton'sto pit sato vbo pnpsa nan ims vbo nbsai 
it nana iba npoa > nva anstoam bsnto' n'n 
ana ins ton's pnn'po nom mns nanb ~[b'b 
'a on' i'si nbasa vbo nbsaa nnns nanb oasaa 
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1*0 ’pw obis npraa; t vbv pnpsa sin 
Kin >nn p^bnn intro jnB ttman bm rbw-rcr* 

tnrin p ttrrw npinn 

“ If Gentiles and Israelites live together in one court, even 
if there be only one Israelite and a thousand Gentiles, and a 
ruin fall on one of them, the rubbish is to be cleared away, 
on account of the Israelite. If one of them had gone by 
himself to another court, and that court fell upon him, the 
rubbish is also to be cleared away, for perhaps this one was 
the Israelite, and the rest were Gentiles. But if they all 
set out to go from this court to another court, and during 
the time of their moving, one of them separated and went 
to another court, and a ruin fell upon him, and it is not 
known who he is, the rubbish is not to be cleared away. 
For as they all moved together, it is certain that the Israelite 
was not amongst them ; and every one who separated from 
them, whilst going, is to be reckoned as belonging to the 
majority.” (Ibid. 20, 21.) Here the same utter recklessness 
of Gentile life or comfort is displayed, and no one will pre- 
tend that such laws, if carried into effect, would promote 
the happiness of mankind. Accidents, like births, happen 
on the Jewish Sabbath as well as on the other days, but 
if the oral law had power, the Gentiles to whom any 
accident happened, might wait until the Sabbath w r as over, 
and must thus lose the only comfort which is possible on 
such an occasion. When a man is suffering from severe 
bodily injury, there are but two sources of consolation ; the 
one is the kind and benevolent attentions of man, the other 
the remembrance of God’s mercy and goodness, but the oral 
law cuts off both from the suffering Gentile. It forbids its 
disciples to help him, and says at the same time that this 
is the law of God. But could the Jews themselves be 
happy on that Sabbath, where such an accident occurred, 
and where they had left a poor Gentile buried under the 
ruins of a building P Could they enjoy peace in the bosom 
of their family, or could they find holy pleasure in the prayers 
of the synagogue when they had left one of God’s creatures, 
a fellow-man, to perish in his misery ? But this law would 
affect more than the individual sufferer, and the few sur- 
rounding spectators. It would prevent all brotherly love 
between Jews and Gentiles, and until all men leam the 
reality of charity, the world cannot be happy. If it be true 
that the religion given by God, wherever it is carried into 
practice, makes men happy, then the religion of the oral 
law cannot be true, for, if practised, it would make all men 
miserable. 
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No. XXVIII. 

FAST FOR THE DESTRUCTION OF THE TEMPLE. 

All who believe the Bible look forward, in full assurance 
)f hope, to that happy period, when Israel shall be gathered 
rom the four corners of the earth, and restored to the land 
pf their forefathers and the favour of their God. The days 
>f their mourning shall then be ended, and their fasts, now 
)bserved on account of the misfortunes of the nation, shall 
)e turned into joy and gladness : — 

BPBnn nisi wn ms mans r n ien ro 
n 2727 b nnrp n'db m n'2?i?n mi-i >^22?n 0121 
: inns niba?m ncsm doib cnriabi nn» 27 bi 

“ Thus saith the Lord of hosts, the fast of the fourth 
nonth, and the fast of the fifth, and the fast of the seventh, 
md the fast of the tenth, shall be to the house of Judah joy 
md gladness, and cheerful feasts : therefore love the truth 
tnd peace.” (Zech. viii. 19.) At that time, the prophet 
^oes on to tell us, Jerusalem shall be the metropolis of the 
vorld, and the common centre to which all the nations of 
he earth shall flow “ to seek the Lord of hosts and to pray 
before him.” AVe Christians believe tliis as fully, and long 
or the happy accomplishment as ardently as the Jews. It 
vould give us unspeakable pleasure to behold the Jews on 
hat height of moral dignity and glory for which God des- 
ined them, from the first hour that he chose their father 
Vbraham to be His friend. We desire the arrival of this 
lappy period, for the sake of the Jews themselves, but surely 
10 Jew will feel offended with us if we say that we desire 
t also for our own sakes and for the sake of all the families 
>f men. We should wish to sec Divine truth triumphant, sin 
md misery banished, and brotherly love universal, but we see 
ill these things connected with the restoration of Israel, and 
he establishment of the kingdom of God upon earth, and 
herefore we join with all our heart in the the most ardent 
ispirations of the Jewish people, and say, “Amen” to every 
irayer that God “ would remember his covenant with Abra- 
lam, Isaac, and Jacob, and that he would also remember the 
and.” But, alas ! these prayers and wishes and anticipations 
ill remind us that that happy day is still future. Israel is 
still scattered among the nations, and instead of having days 
ff j°v and gladness, is about to observe another solemn day 
if mourning in remembrance of the desolation of their city 
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and temple. The ninth of the month of Ay is still a fast, and 
llambam thus describes the causes of mourning on that day: — I 

bs-iET bs it:: > in :m\s cnai n ana 'is: 
raitwro rvnn nni > yiKb id:::' i^ba? 
m vni i na© in'm nbn: I'D rrob:i < rr:tim 
ict bn: ^ba cnb rrm i bNiana mam: cnbs 
be:: i n't»an "(ba Nina? c'asnn •'bn:: bs-itc'' ba 
pun taa nbn: ms nrrm abia :nn:i cn:n Ta 
m:na onn nasnisb plan ana is: anpan n'a 
na Q^pb vapa ns: bnnn ns sttnn 0:211 

: annn ma? p'S ias:a? 

“ On the ninth of Av five things happened. It was decreed 
in the wilderness that Israel should not enter into the land. 
The temple was destroyed, both the first and second time. 
The great city named Either was taken, and there were in 
it thousands and tens of thousands of Israel, and they had a 
great king, whom all Israel and the greatest of the wise men 
imagined to be the King Messiah. But he fell into the hands 
of the Gentiles, and the Israelites were all slain, and there 
was a great affliction similar to the desolation of the temple. 

On this same day, destined for punishment, the wicked Turnus 
Rufus ploughed up the sanctuary and the adjacent parts, to 
fulfil that which is said, ‘ Zion shall he ploughed as a field/ 
(Mich. iii. 12.) ” (Hilchoth Taanioth, c. v.) The mere enume- 
ration of all these dreadful inflictions of the Almighty suggest 
many and grave topics for reflection, hut the most important 
of all is, the cause of the last desolation of the temple, and the 
present long captivity. To mourn over past misfortunes and 
to humble ourselves for past sins, is indeed good and whole- 
some ; but if it does not teach us how to remedy the one and 
to avoid the other, it can only terminate in despair. Every 
Israelite, therefore, who weeps for the desolation of the huly 
and beautiful house where his fathers worshipped, should also 
set himself earnestly to inquire into the cause and remedy of 
this great calamity. Why was it that the God of mercy de- 
solated his own house, the only temple that He had in the 
world built by his own express command? The idolatry of 
the nation was the cause of the destruction of the first temple. 

bos baa biaab lam Dan: canan nip bD a: 
uripn it»s n rra ns isaa'i n'i:n marin 
“pa can'ba tanvuaN 'nbs tt nbtE'i » c^bani'a 
i 1:12a bai iaa ba ban '2 mb®i nau?n vasba 
D'snsna: mai cm: anbsn nsbaa c'a'vba rrm : 
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> ks-i» rsb nu rasa rr nan k mbr ts vt^asa 
aim cn'iina mm cnt»' iba ns crvba ban 
tt/E7n ]pt rtbiroi mna ba ban sbi < nanpa n'aa 
ian:n cnbsn rvn ns laatan . . . vra jna ban 
bai tasa icie? rrmacns bai D'btan' nam ns 

: rmtBnb mania 'ba 

“ Moreover, all the chief of the priests, and the people, trans- 
gressed very much, after all the abominations of the heathen, 
and polluted the house of the Lord which he had hallowed in 
Jerusalem. And the Lord God of their fathers sent to them by 
his messengers, rising up betimes and sending ; because he 
had compassion on his people, and on his dwelling-place : but 
they mocked the messengers of God, and despised his words, 
and misused his prophets, until the wrath of the Lord arose 
against his people, till there was no remedy. Therefore he 
brought upon them the King of the Chaldeans, who slew their 
young men with the sword in the house of their sanctuary, and 
had no compassion upon young man or maiden, old man or him 
that stooped for age : he gave them all into his hand — and they 
burned the house of God and broke down the wall of Jerusalem, 
and burned all the palaces thereof with fire, and destroyed all 
the goodly vessels thereof.” (2 Chron. xxxvi. 14 — 19.) Here, 
then, obstinate idolatry is represented as the cause of the first 
desolation. Israel learned and practised the abominations of 
the heathen, and thus polluted the temple, and therefore God 
destroyed the temple and sent them into captivity. There 
were no doubt many and other great sins in Israel, but they 
are not mentioned, as if to show that nothing short of wilful 
and obstinate departure from God could have led him to adopt 
so severe a measure. As long as they retained their allegiance 
to God and rejected the abominations of the heathen, there was 
a hope and a possibility that they might repent of other sins, 
but when men obstinately turn away from God, and 'will not 
hearken to his warnings, all hope of repentance is at an end, 
and there is no alternative but just judgment. But was this 
the case in the second temple? Were the Jew’s then obstinate 
idolaters? Had they images amongst them, and did they 
pollute the second temple with such abominations of the 
heathen ? No, rather than bow dow n to images, they willingly 
endured every torture, and offered up even their lives as a 
sacrifice to the truth, and w r hen the second temple was 
destroyed, there was not amongst Israel a single vestige of 
idolatry. Never, in the whole course of their history, from the 
going forth out of Egypt to that day, was there such an 
apparently scrupulous observation of the letter of the law, and 
never had Israel had so many learned men devoted to the study 
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of the commandment. What then could be the cause of the 
second desolation ? rt was not idolatry, but it must have been 
something equally odious in the sight Of God, and it must have 
been a sin committed equally by the priests and the people. 
You observe that in the above description of the first destruc- 
tion, it is said, “ All the chief of the priests, and the people 
transgressed very much.” If the priests had remained faithful 
to their God, He would not have destroyed their temple, for 
there would have been hope, that, by their exertions and 
teaching, the people might be brought to a better mind. Or, 
if the people had remained faithful, God would not have 
punished the people for the sins of the priests ; he would have 
cut off the wicked priests and raised up others according to his 
own heart. Nothing short of the unanimous wickedness of 
priests and people could have brought on so great a calamity. 
In like manner we infer that the cause of the second destruc- 
tion was not any partial wickedness, but some sin, of which 
both priests and people were guilty, that drew down that 
calamity. And, further, it must have been a sin against which 
they were warned by special messengers of God. 'When the 
priests and the people fell into idolatry, God did not immediately 
destroy the first temple. He first tried whether they would 
listen to his warnings and repent, and therefore “ he sent to 
them by his messengers, rising up betimes, and sending; because 
he had compassion on his people, and on his dwelling-place.” 
Now, surely, when we see that God showed such compassion, 
when He was about to send so small a calamity as the seventy 
years’ captivity, we may safely infer that he would not bring 
the more tremendous judgment of eighteen hundred years’ 
desolation, without exhibiting a compassion proportionate to 
the coming infliction. In the former case he sent special 
messengers and prophets to warn them, he must also have acted 
similarly before the second destruction. Who, then, w T ere the 
messengers and the prophets that warned the Jews of their 
sin ? The Jews say, that during the second temple there was 
no prophecy ; but is it possible to imagine that the God of Israel 
would shut up his bowels of compassion, and pity neither his 
people nor his dwelling-place, but give them both over to the 
most dreadful visitation that ever descended on a nation without 
one word of warning ? When he was about to destroy Nineveh 
he first sent Jonah to call them to repentance, and when his 
judgments were about to descend upon Babylon, the words of 
warning were miraculously written on the wall ; can we sup- 
pose, then, that God would not have as much mercy on Jeru- 
salem and the Jews as on Babylon and Nineveh? The supposition 
is utterly inconsistent with God’s character and dealings. There 
must have been prophets who announced the coming judgment 
and warned the people of their sin. Who were they, then, and 
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what was that sin equal to idolatry which priests and people 
committed and obstinately persevered in, despite of all warning, 
and in which their descendants still persevere ? Idolatry is a 
departure from the true God, and the setting up a false system 
of religious worship. Now it is granted that the Jews did not 
make images, but did they set up a false system of worship and 
religion contrary to the religion of Moses and the prophets ? 
Let the oral law and the Jewish Prayer-books answer that 
question. We have shown in these papers that the oral law, 
sanctioned by the J ewish Prayer-books, is directly at variance 
with the written Word of God. It teaches the Jews to put 
trust in amulets, charms, and magic, which are mere heathenism. 
It teaches a cruel and unmerciful system for the Jews, gives 
false ideas of the character of God, ana actually forbids the Jews 
to love their Gentile brethren as themselves. The setting up of 
this system was the great sin which priests and people all joined 
in committing, and in which their posterity still continue. 
They were warned against this sin : God sent them extraordi- 
nary messengers, He sent them Jesus of Nazareth, the prophet 
like unto Moses, and the Messiah. The great burden of his 
preaching was against this false religion, the oral law, but they 
would not hearken to his words. Priests and people conspired, 
together to reject and crucify him. Here, then, was the result 
of the false system which they adopted. The oral law was the 
tree, the rejection of the Messiah the fruits. But still the Lord 
had compassion upon his people, and upon his dwelling-place, 
he spared them yet for forty years, and in the meanwhile sent 
his apostles to warn them and testify against their iniquity $ 
“ but they mocked the messengers of God, and despised his 
words, and misused his prophets, until the wrath of the Lord 
arose against his people, till there was no remedy,” and he 
gave them into the hands of the Homans. Because they rejected 
Jesus of Nazareth and his disciples, the temple and city were 
desolated. The Jews have been taught to think that Jesus and 
his disciples were deceivers, but let them consider this fact, that, 
if they were, God himself has sealed the truth of their assertions 
by the acts of His Providence. The preservation of the temple 
and city to this day would have been incontestable evidence 
that they were deceivers. Had no judgments followed upon 
the crucifixion of Jesus, it would have been evident to all 
mankind, that he was not what he pretended to be. But if 
he was indeed the Messiah, the strongest possible attestation 
that God could give, was the exemplary punishment of those 
who crucified him, and this God has given. They crucified 
J esus, and God destroyed the temple and scattered the people. 
Without this, the religion of Jesus never could have triumphed 
as it has done. If the temple were still standing, and the Jews 
in their land, they could point to the temple and say, “ See that 
L 2 
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temple, the monument of God’s favour and presence, it is 
still amongst us, and shows that Jesus could not have been 
the Messiah. If he had been the Messiah, God would not 
have left us this unequivocal testimony of his favour.” But 
this proof of their righteousness God has taken away, 
and that within forty years after the crucifixion of Jesus ; 
so that God himself has given the strongest possible at- 
testation to the truth of his claims. Let any reflective 
Israelite calmly consider this, that, if Jesus was not what he 
claimed to be, his crucifixion was the most meritorious act that 
the Jews ever performed. They thereby did what they could 
to stay the progress of a false religion that was to overrun the 
world, and to uphold the truth ; can they, then, suppose that 
God would punish them for doing that which was right, and 
give the sacred sanction of His providence to him that was 
doing wrong ? When Phinehas, the son of Eleazar, slew the 
Israelite and the Midianitish woman with his spear, the plague 
was stayed from Israel, and can we imagine that the high 
priests who condemned J esus would have had a less reward if 
his claims had been false ? If Christianity be not true, then 
God himself has interposed to crush the truth, and to build up 
falsehood. If Christianity be true, then God could do nothing 
more to attest its truth than he has done by the destruction 
of the temple. There was but one unanswerable argument 
against Christianity, and that was the existence of the temple; 
but God himself has answered that argument by taking away 
the temple, and therefore we infer that as God has done all 
that he could to establish the truth of Christianity, it must 
be true. 

The Jews think that if Jesus had been the Messiah, it is 
impossible that the priests and learned men of his time could 
have rejected him. But the events which they commemorate 
on the ninth of Av show the untenableness of this argument. 
On this day the Jews commemorate, first of all, the decree 
that the Israelites should die in the wilderness. And why 
did they die in the wilderness? Because they would not 
believe m Moses. “ And all the children of Israel murmured 
against Moses and against Aaron : and the whole congregation 
said unto them, Would God that we had died in the land of 
Egypt ! or would God that we had died in this wilderness ! 
And they said one to another, Let us make a captain, and let 
us return into Egypt.” (Numbers xiv. 2.) Yet they had seen 
the plagues of Egypt, and they had passed through the Bed 
Sea, and were at that moment supplied miraculously with 
food, but for all that they did not believe, and that “ The 
whole congregation.” Will any Jew say, that this unbelief 
proves that Moses was a false prophet ? If not, why not ? 
Every' argument, that will prove that the unbelief of that 
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generation is no argument against the claims of Moses, will 
equally demonstrate that the unbelief of the Jews in the time 
of Jesus is no argument against his Messiahship. If it was 
possible for them to disbelieve the word of Moses, after all 
that they had seen, it is equally possible that they should 
have rejected Christ. 

But remark here, it was only the old generation that 
God sentenced to die in the wilderness. The children 
who did not participate in the unbelief of their fathers 
entered into the land. Now if anythin" similar had hap- 
pened to the Jews since the destruction of the second 
temple, that is, if after a few years’ captivity they had re- 
turned to their land without becoming Christians , they might 
then argue that the rejection of Jesus was not the sin for 
which they were exiled. They might say, we have not 
become Christians, and yet God has restored us ; it is plain 
therefore that this was not the cause of the second desolation. 
But God’s dealings have been just the reverse. The Jewish 
nation have gone on from century to century, fasting and 
humbling themselves before the God of their fathers, and yet 
he does not restore them, a plain token that they still parti- 
cipate in the sin of their fathers. And a plainer proof still 
of the truth of Christianity, for God still continues the pro- 
vidential act, whereby he originally proved that Christianity 
was true. Israel still rejects Christianity, and therefore 
Israel still continues in dispersion. The only argument, that 
could even appear to prove that the rejection of Jesus was not 
the cause of the second desolation, would be the restoration of 
the Jews in an unconverted state. But that argument God re- 
fuses to grant, and has refused it to his beloved people for many 
centuries. If Judaism be true, why should he thus continue 
to declare against it ? If Christianity be false, why should 
he from century to century stamp it with the seal of truth ? 

But, in the next place, the Jews commemorate the destruc- 
tion of the first temple, that is, they commemorate the idolatry 
of the chief priests and the people. They remember that the 
learned and the unlearned of the nation rejected the true God 
and turned to dumb idols. How then can the Jews say that 
it is impossible for a nation, that openly rejected the God of 
their fathers, to reject the Messiah ? There can be no greater 
proof of folly and wickedness than to reject God and worship 
a stock or a stone ; but of this Israel has been guilty, and 
because of this sin the first temple was destroyed. The man 
who rejects the true God will also reject his messenger. But 
Israel has done the one, why then should it be denied that 
they could do the other ? The only possible answer that can 
be given is, that the priests and the people were a great deal 
wiser and better in the days of Jesus than in those of the first 
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But if this be true, why was the temple destroyed ? 

Lch wiser and better, punished 


temple. 

why were those who were so much 
with a more dreadful punishment than those who were so 
much more foolish and wicked ? If we are to judge of the 
comparative wisdom and piety of the two by the measure of 
punishment, then we must say, that the idolatrous priests 
and people of the first temple were a great deal wiser and 
better than the priests and people of the second temple, for 
the former escaped, after a captivity of seventy years, the 
latter have been exiled for seventeen centuries. The tre- 
mendous nature of the punishment Would show, that the 
priests and people, who rejected Jesus, were more wicked than 
their idolatrous forefathers, and if so, their testimony against 
J esus is of no value. 

But the Jews also commemorate on this day the destruction 
of the city of Bither, that is, they commemorate the folly of 
all their greatest rabbies in following an impostor, and be- 
lieving in him as their Messiah. There Bar Kochav took 
refuge with those whom he deluded. Rambam says, “All 
Israel, and the greatest of their wise men, imagined him to 
be the Messiah,” and we know that the famous Rabbi Akiva 
was amongst the number. Here, then, we have practical proof 
that the judgment of those rabbies, who rejected Jesus, was 
not to be depended upon. If they had succeeded in their 
efforts, they would have taught all Israel to believe in an 
impostor ; but the providence of God gave them all over to 
destruction in the very act of following a false prophet. And 
yet these are the men who have handed down the oral law, 
and compiled the precepts of rabbinic religion ; men, whom 
the Jews themselves tell us, were the followers of a false 
prophet and the dupes of an impostor. How can they 
possibly believe in a system which has such men for its 
authors; men who seduced thousands. and tens of thousands 
of Israel to plunge themselves into ruin? If Rabbi Akiva, 
and his colleagues, had not espoused the cause of Bar Kochav, 
he could never have succeeded in deluding such numbers of 
Israelites ; they, therefore, are answerable for that dreadful 
calamity. But when the Jews of the present day comme- 
memorate that sore affliction, should they not remember also 
that it is high time to give up that religious system that was 
the cause of it, and of all the evils that have since followed ; 
or at least seriously and carefully investigate a religion, 
fidelity to which is compatible with the departure of God’s 
favour, the destruction of the temple, and a long and awful 
captivity ? 
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No. XXIX. 

SABBATIC LAWS CONTINUED. 

In our last number but one the Bible-doctrine, that true 
religion must necessarily promote the happiness of man, was 
laid down as the basis of our reasonings. The truth of the 
principle is admitted by every thinking man, whether Jew 
, or Christian ; but plain as it is, it is frequently overlooked, 
-and a large portion of mankind is accustomed to look on 
religion and its ordinances, not as blessings in themselves, 
nor as a course of moral discipline devised by the wisdom of 
God for the good of man, but as a system of arbitrary enact- 
ments instituted to give men an opportunity of treasuring up 
a store of merit, and of earning an eternal reward. Hence 
in all the superstitions, which man has invented, we perceive 
an undue regard for the mere external act ; and an expecta- 
tion that the performance of the act will ensure the Divine 
favour. Thus the modem Hindoo stands on a sharp spike, 
or suspends his poor body by an iron hook, or offers it to be 
crushed under the wheels of the idol’s chariot, and thinks 
thereby to purchase eternal felicity. And thus also the more 
ancient idolaters, the worshippers of Baal, in the time of 
their need, wounded themselves with knives and lances, and 
expected that for such meritorious religious observances their 
prayers should be heard and that they should have a blessing. 
But it is possible, without professing a totally false religion, 
to view God’s true commandments in the same light, and 
overlooking the spirit and the object of his institution, to 
fix the whole attention upon the letter or outward act, and 
the quantum of reward which it may purchase. This the 
rabbies have done, particularly, in reference to the institution 
of the Sabbath-day. They appear to have forgotten alto- 
gether that the Sabbath was made for man as a blessing and 
means of grace, and have therefore in their attempts to pro- 
mote the observance of the day, entirely sacrificed the peace, 
comfort, and happiness of man to the mere appearance of 
preserving the letter of the command inviolate. Their fun- 
damental idea of keeping the Sabbath-day is, that it is an 
act of obedience whereby something may be purchased. 

>dv -i citra pnv ~i nas 'ana ba aa p'Di: 
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“We read in the sixteenth chapter of the treatise Shabbath, 
R. Johanan says, in the name of It. Jose, that to every one 
who makes the Sabbath a delight, an infinite inheritance is 
given. Rav Nachman, the son of Isaac says, He shall, be- 
sides, he delivered from serving the monarchies. R. Judah 
says, Rav says, To every one who makes the Sabbath a 
delight, the desires of his heart are given. R. Chiia, the son 
of Abba, says, in the name of Rabbi Johanan, whosoever keeps 
the Sabbath according to its constitutions, even though he were 
an idolater like Enosh, he shall he forgiven. R. Judah says, 
Rav says, If Israel would keep the first Sabbath according to 
its constitutions, no nation nor tongue should rule over them. 
R. Simeon, the son of Jochai, says, If Israel would keep two 
Sabbaths, they should be immediately delivered.” (Arbah 
Turim. Orach Chaim, § 242.) Thus the rabbles sanction the 
false and superstitious notion, that an external act can pur- 
chase the favour of God, and even atone for the most atrocious 
violation of the divine law. The Israelites are taught to 
believe that if they would only observe the Sabbath according 
to the rabbinic constitution, all their other transgressions 
would immediately be forgiven, and they themselves restored 
to the land of their fathers, and in the meanwhile the indi- 
vidual sinner is told not to be uneasy, for that if he had com- 
mitted idolatry, the most heinous offence against God, the 
observation of the rabbinical precepts respecting the Sabbath 
will wipe away the score. What then will he think, who has 
ever kept himself outwardly from this capital offence, and only 
been guilty, as he thinks, of sinning against his neighbour? 
He will make sure that the Sabbath observance will wipe out 
the week’s reckoning, and commence his sinful career again 
the following week with the assurance that if he only live until 
the Sabbath-day, he can make all good again. And thus the 
Sabbath-day, ordained by God for the purpose of nurturing 
true religious feeling, is by the oral law turned into the means 
of eradicating all religious principle out of the heart. The 
end for which the external observance was instituted, is not 
only forgotten, but misrepresented/ The holy affections which it 
was meant to produce and nourish as a preparation for eternity 
are overlooked, and the mere outward form held up as the 
price which men are to pay for eternal felicity. 

That the rabbinical laws are almost altogether occupied 
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with the merest external observances will be plain to any one 
who will take the trouble to read them through. Take, for 
instanoe, some of the laws which refer to the keeping food 
jwarm on the Sabbath-day : — 
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u It is lawfal to leave a pot on the fire, or meat in the oven 
)r upon the coals, and although the cooking thus continues, it 
's lawful to eat them on the Sabbath. But in this matter there 
ire some things forbidden, and the cause of the prohibition 
is lest any man should stir the fire on the Sabbath. For 
example, food that has not been cooked as much as it requires, 
, ir hot water that has not been sufficiently heated, or food 
<vhich has had the requisite cooking, but wffiich improves all 
the time that it is left to stew, must not be left on the fire on 
the Sabbath, even though it may have been placed there, 
whilst it was yet day on the Friday. This has been decreed, 
Lest one should stir the coals in order to finish the cooking 
hereof, or to stew it. Therefore, if the fire be swept up, or 
jovered with ashes, or with the coarse part of flax, or 
f the coals have ceased to glow, for then they are looked 
lpon as covered with ashes, or if the fire haa been made 
vith straw or stubble, or with the dung of small cattle, 
then, as there are no burning coals, it is lawful to leave 
• ;he food there on the Sabbath, for in this case the man’s mind 
j vill be turned away from the cooking, and the only object 
>f the decree is, lest the fire should be stirred.” (Hilchoth 
bhabbath, c. iii. 3.) No one can deny that this passage pre- 
scribes the merest outward observances. The general principle 
| s that it is not lawful to stir the fire on the Sabbath, for that 
kvould be doing work, and from this follow those other pro- 
hibitions of all things which might tempt a man to be guilty 
L 3 
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of this grave offence. But they all refer to outward acts, from 
which it is easy for any one, without any great exertion of 
self-denial, or any advance in moral discipline, to abstain, and 
yet he has all the merit and satisfaction of the most self- 
denying piety, and thinks that he is thereby paying a part of 
the price of his salvation, and making atonement for the 
gravest moral transgressions of which he may have been 
guilty during the week. Take, again, the following precepts, 
and say whether they be not of the very same character : — 
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“ If a man travelling on the Sabbath-eve be overtaken 
by night,* and has with him a purse, and there be also 
with him a Gentile and an ass, let him give his purse 
to the Gentile, even after it be dark, but let him not lay 
it on the ass.f But if he find anything, he may not give 
it to the Gentile, unless it came into his hand whilst it 
was yet day, for then it is a similar case to that of his purse. 
If there be no Gentile with him, then let him lay it on the 
ass, whilst he is moving, but let him take great care to take it 
off every time he stands still. But when he begins to move 
again, then let him lay it on. If there be with him an 
ass, and a deaf and dumb person, an idiot and a child, then let 
him lay it on the ass, but let him not give it to one of these, 
for they are human beings like himself. If there be with 
him a deaf and dumb person and an idiot, let him give it to 
the idiot, as he has no understanding at all. If an idiot and a 
child, let him give it to the idiot, for the child will be reckoned 
amongst those that have understanding. If a deaf and dumb 

* That is, if the Sabbath commence before he can get to a resting-place. 

t : nan abi mo br rmsn nna mom 

For thou art commanded respecting the resting of the ass, but not respecting 
that of the Gentile. 
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person and a child, let him give it to whichever he pleases. 
If there he with him neither one nor the other, let him move 
it along gradually, eaeh time less than four ells.” (Orach 
Chaim, sec. 266.) Here again the great concern is to observe 
the form and letter of the rabbinical command, v'hich repre- 
sents the carrying of a purse on the Sabbath-day as work, and 
therefore unlawful. The law of Moses says nothing either one 
way or the other, but leaves it to every man’s conscience. 
The rabbies who made it unlawful soon found that serious 
inconvenience might arise, as in the ease of a man on a 
journey overtaken by the Sabbath, before he could get to a 
resting-place. What is he to do, is he to leave his purse 
behind rather than profane the Sabbath ? That alternative 
the Pharisees did not like, and therefore set their wits to work 
to devise some plan, whereby the outward form might be 
observed, and yet the purse be safely conveyed along with its 
proprietor. In the first place, they allow it to be given to 
a Gentile, but every man of common sense will see that this 
only saves the outward appearance, for it be unlawful to carry 
the purse, it must be equally unlawful to cause it to be carried, 
for he who commands or causes work to be done is really and 
in the sight of God the doer, just as he who hires a man 
to murder a third person is m reality the murderer. If, 
therefore, the Jew dare not carry the purse himself, neither 
may he give it to a Gentile, nor an idiot, nor a child, nor even 
lay it upon his ass. This case only shows the insincerity of 
the Scribes and Pharisees, and their love of money rather than 
of God’s commandment. In other cases they lay it down 
as a law that no Jew is to ask a Gentile to do work for 
him on the Sabbath : — 

rcDn nssbn 13b nwbb Mib -imb -nos 
roc?n onpa ib -ass d'tjsi na^n bv mv_-a irs® 
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“ It is unlawful to tell a Gentile to do work for us on the 
Sabbath, although the Sabbath command is not binding upon 
him, and although he told him before the Sabbath, and even 
though he should not require that work until after the Sabbath. 
This prohibition is of the words of the Scribes, and was made 
to prevent Israelites from thinking lightly of the Sabbath, and 
thus coming at last to do the work themselves.” (Hilchoth 
Shabbath, e. vi. 1.) Here, then, the very thing which is allowed 
above, is expressly forbidden on the authority of the Scribes, 
and consequently a transgression would make a man liable to 
be flogged, as is expressly stated in this chapter : — 
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“ An Israelite who tells a Gentile to do a certain work for 
him on the Sabbath, although he has transgressed, and is to be 
flogged with the flogging of rebellion, yet he may lawfully 
make use of that work when the Sabbath is over, it* he wait as 
long as it would take to accomplish the work.” (Ibid. 8.) 
These two passages, then, plainly contradict each other. The 
one says it is unlawful to tell a Gentile to do work on the 
Sabbath, and that he who does so is to be flogged. The other 
permits a Jew to give a Gentile his purse to carry, and this is 
work, or else the Jew might carry it himself. Now if the 
latter case be lawful, then the former is also lawful ; and it is 
most cruel and tyrannical to flog a man for doing what is 
lawful. On the other hand, if, according to the general rule, 
it be unlawful, then it is plainly unlawful in this particular 
case ; and it is plain that the Scribes, with all their pretensions, 
thought it better to transgress what they considered a Divine 
command, then to lose their money. But if the traveller has 
got neither an ass, nor an idiot, nor a Gentile with him, then 
there is apparently no way of escape, for it is unlawful, 
according to the oral law, to carry any burden more than a 
distance of four ells on the Sabbath-day; and one would 
naturally expect, that those who punish a profanation of the 
Sabbath with stoning or flogging — that is, who spare neither 
human blood nor life — would tell him to leave his purse, rather 
than transgress the Divine command. But no, they tell him 
to carry it less than four ells, then to lay it down, take it up 
and carry it again a distance of less than four ells, and thus, 
bit by bit, carry it to the first inn. Here, again, there is an 
appearance of preserving the letter of the rabbinical command ; 
but no man in his senses can see that there is any real differ- 
ence between carrying it at one turn, or at five hundred short 
turns of less than four ells, the whole distance is just the same, 
and the work just the same in the sight of God. Either it is 
altogether lawful, and then the rabbinical precepts appear as 
folly and tyranny, or it is altogether unlawful, and then these 
precepts appear as a mere evasion and a trick. But, in every 
case, a cheap way is presented for purchasing salvation, and 
atoning for past sin. There is no great exertion of moral prin- 
ciple necessary to make the traveller let another person, or an 
ass carry his purse to an inn. 

Another part of the rabbinical mode of observing the 
Sabbath, the preparation of the Sabbath table, has just the same 
tendency to direct the mind to the mere external act : — 
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“ Let a man arrange his table and spread the couches, and 
order all the affairs of his house, that he may find it ready and 
ordered when he returns from the synagogue ; for Rabbi J ose 
says, in the name of Rabbi Chanina, That two angels accom- 
pany a man on the Sabbath eve, on his return from the 
synagogue, the one good, the other evil. When he comes to 
his house, if the Sabbath lamp be found lighted, and the table 
prepared, and the couch spread, the good angel says, God grant 
that it may be so the next Sabbath ; and the evil angel must 
say Amen, in spite of himself. But if this be not the case, then 
the evil angel says, God grant that it may be so on the next 
Sabbath, and then the good spirit must say Amen, in spite of 
himself.” (Orach Chaiim, § 262.) Let not the Israelite think 
that we object to the decent and reverential preparation of the 
house for the Sabbath, that is all right and proper ; but to 
exalt this into a command, and represent obedience to it as a 
meritorious act, is to turn the mind to trivial outward perfor- 
mances, and to teach men to rest on them as on the great duties 
of religion. And here the mere putting of the house into order 
is represented as so grave a matter, that two angels are sent 
home with every Israelite on the Sabbath eve, to take cog- 
nizance of the matter. The story of the angels is evidently a 
fable, and is another proof of the fictitious character of the oral 
law ,• but it shows how the rabbies wandered from the substance 
of religion to the mere shadow of external observances. The 
Sabbath lamp here mentioned is another instance of the 
same kind : — 

Vain sain an isasi ns' ia nwsb imt snn 
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“ Let a man be careful to have a handsome lamp, for Rav 
Huna says, He that is accustomed to take great care in trim- 
ming his Sabbath lamp well, will have children who shall be 
disciples of the wise, i.e. learned men.” No one can deny 
that this is a mere external act, but yet it is represented as 
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meritorious, and payment is promised : but the mode in which 
the performance is required is still more calculated to promote 
the idea, that this external act is of great importance : — 
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D'nnDn bi? bsia? bos' na ib fs iVes rctra pibi 
mu? 33W bboa nrc? -nn ns p'bnai npibt 
-fba i3^nbs " nns 7113 npbin crip Tab a^m 
St» 13 pbnnb 33123 3\n332»2 isonp -it»s nbisn 

: ratp 

“ Men and women are equally obligated to have a lighted 
lamp in their house on the Sabbath. Yea, though a man have 
nothing to eat, he must beg from door to door, and get oil, and 
light the lamp, for this is an essential part of the Sabbath 
delight. He is also bound to pronounce the benediction, Blessed 
art thou, O Lord, King of the world ! who has sanctified us by 
his commandments, and commanded us to light the Sabbath 
lamp.” (Hilchoth Shabbath, c. v. 1.) Of course every Jew, 
who thinks that a Sabbath lamp is as necessary as food, and 
that God requires it even from him that has no food, must 
think that it is of great value, and that obedience to this com- 
mand is a most meritorious act. And yet all must confess that 
it is a mere outward performance, which may be observed by 
him who has neither the fear nor the love of God. The tendency 
of all these laws is the same, that is, to draw the mind away 
from the solemn duties of religion, and to persuade the 
impenitent sinner that these observances will atone for his 
transgressions. When conscience reminds him of sins, not those 
which he has committed long since, of which he has repented, 
and which he has forsaken, but of those which he has been 
committing the past week, and intends to commit again, as soon 
as the Sabbath is over, it is silenced by an enumeration of the 
various acts of obedience, which are to be set down at the other 
side of the account. He remembers that he has never left a 
pot of victuals on a forbidden fire, nor carried his purse on the 
Sabbath-day a distance of more than four ells, nor asked a 
Gentile to do work for him. That, on the contrary, he has 
always prepared his table, and lighted his Sabbath lamp, and 
pronounced the benediction; or, in other words, that he has 
kept the Sabbath according to its constitution, and that, 
therefore, though he had been guilty of idolatry, he shall 
obtain forgiveness. Thus these rabbinic precepts have a 
direct tendency to mislead the multitude, to harden them in sin, 
and thus to make and keep them unfit for that great Sabbath, 
which yet remains for the people of God. 


SABBATIC LAWS CONTINUED. 


That religion, which is true, and has God for its author, is, 
like the light of the sun, the common property of all who will 
only open their eyes, and gaze upon the gift of God. It is not 
a religion for the rich or the studious only, hut is equally open 
to the understanding and the hearts of the poor and unlearned. 
And therefore the Bible describes the heavenly wisdom thus — 
“ She standeth in the top of high places, by the way in the places 
of the paths ; she crieth at the gates at the entry of the city, at 
the coming in at the doors : Unto you, O men, I call ; and my 
voice is to the sons of man. O ye simple, understand wisdom ; 
and, ye fools, be of an understanding heart.” (Prov. viii. 2 — 5.) 
And so God invites men of every class by the mouth of the 
prophet — “ Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye to the waters, 
and he that hath no money ; come ye, buy and eat ; yea, come, 
buy wine and milk without money and without price.” (Isa. 
lv. 1.) Every religion of man’s making, presents, on the 
contrary, peculiar advantages to the rich and the learned. It 
offers salvation either as the purchase of almsgiving, or as 
the reward of religious study, or it makes religion so difficult 
and intricate as to put it out of the poor labouring man’s power 
to acquire any competent knowledge of its requirements. And 
any system that does so must necessarily be false. Religion is 
as necessary to the soul as daylight is to the corporeal eye, and 
it would be a hard ease, indeed, if the poor, who want it most, 

faTirmlfl "ho ovnlnrlnfl fV>nm flip •nnssiTvili+'u - <vP flnrmbnno* its rATlsA- 



labours hard to get an honest living for himself and his family ; 
yet this is the case with the labouring classes of the Jews. The 
religion of the oral law has so perplexed even the simplest 
commandments, that an unlearned man has no chance of being 
able to keep them. If nothing more were required for salva- 
tion than the rabbinic sanctification of the Sabbath-day the 
majority of the Jewish people must despair of attaining it ; for 
the accurate knowledge of the innumerable precepts and dis- 
tinctions, which is indispensable to obedience, requires time and 
study, which no labouring man can bestow. And we are con- 
vinced that a considerable portion of the Jewish population of 
this city live in continual profanation of the Sabbath-day, if 
the rabbinic explanations be true. Either they move some- 
thing which they ought not to move, or they carry something 
which they ought not to carry; and, if they do it wilfully, 
render themselves liable to the utmost severity of the law. Foy 
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instance, the rabbies have determined that in one place it is 
lawful to move or carry certain things on the Sabbath-day, 
but in another place the very same act is unlawful, and 
calls down extreme punishment. They distinguish between 
these places thus — 
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spian Dipan Kin -rmn man t iids oipai mbain 
bn tmsa nms in a?''! mwv mma ms'na 
mnb ?ipiD as I'b'a nan 12 a?' ns ibpsi nnms 
moi i'n , -pirn maj-i tin nb'bn nibina vmnbn 
ini' is 'i by h nnn mail plan pin pi . mm 
s'bnoi » minis by minis nmi 1 mna bn pi 
man pmm ;n'n bn rmn man ]p'pan 
rnmn man Kin Tmn man misi > Tmn 
■jinn n bn n nmi 1 mm as bn ibpwi n'pib 
mam » Tmn man 'in bma is nmn is nn'n 
'i bn nas -i Dpmn Dpna?i mmm sin mmn 
t in )nmj? sim D'tntni m?a?b main n'tnbiaai nas 
D'naa 0 mna irsi cpin mann sma? im bm 
nsia is DPip ib'ss cpin man sim npipn main 
nai 0 mm Kin dsi < nmbn pom dpi ^sa? 
'in n bn n am Kin ns bbnn 'a sbi -a m 
: nan mpa 'in ]sna mnn mbam 

In reference to the Sabbath, places are distinguished into 
four sorts of jurisdiction. 1st, the private jurisdiction ; 2d, the 
public jurisdiction; 3d, the place called Karmelith; 4th, the 
place which is free. 

By a private jurisdiction is meant a place surrounded by 
walls, ten handbreadths high, and in which there is a space of 
four handbreadths by four. But even though it should contain 
many miles, if it be inclosed for habitation, and its gates be 
bolted at night, it is a private jurisdiction. A lodging-place, 
an inclosed space, and a court, are considered as in the same 
class. And thus, also, a pit which is ten handbreadths doep, 
and whose breadth is four by four, or more ; and a raised place 
which is ten handbreadths high, and whose breadth is four by 
four. The top of the walls, also, by which a private jurisdic- 
tion is surrounded, and the openings in them, are considered as 
private jurisdiction. The air of a private jurisdiction, up to 
the firmament, is also considered ; and even a vessel like a 
chest, if it be ten handbreadths high, and in breadth four by 
four. A hollow vessel, or a tower, is also considered as a 
private jurisdiction. 
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i The term public jurisdiction includes roads and streets, if 
their breadth be sixteen ells by sixteen, and they be open from 
gate to gate, and six hundred thousand persons pass thereon. 
And everything in a public jurisdiction, which is not three 
handbreaaths high, is reckoned as the ground, and is public 
jurisdiction : even thorns and filth upon which the public does 
not tread. 

But if it be from three to nine handbreadths high, but not 
nine entirely, and its breadth be four by four, it is called a 

I Kannelith. 

“ If it be less, it is called a free place (Orach Chaiim, 344.) 
Now it may well be doubted, concerning many J ews in this 
city, whether they are acquainted with even this portion of the 
Sabbath laws, but it is quite certain that they are ignorant of 
the innumerable modes of possible transgression which arise 
from these distinctions ; for the oral law then goes on to define 
what is lawful concerning each. In a public jurisdiction he 
may move anything four ells : — 

hns'u? crmn mum mas n ib bp ms ba 

: ana babab 

(i Every man has got four ells within which he may move 
things.” Or, as Itambam expresses it — 

jbim babab ima mas nipav wn man 
babaa pb'a naa ]rrrraa nns ba -pis rrn ib'cs 
Vbabaa ^s mbaiam train nw-i bas < nbiaa 

:mas raisa sbs pa 

“ In a private jurisdiction, and in a free place it is lawful to 
move things the whole length of the place, even though the 
length of each should be many miles. But in a public juris- 
diction or a Karmelith things may not be moved more than 
four ells.” (Hilchoth Shabbath, c. xxiv. 11.) Now, it may 
well be asked, upon what passage of the law of Moses these 
distinctions are grounded, and what there is in a public 
jurisdiction which converts an act lawful in a private 
jurisdiction, into a sin to be expiated only by stoning the 
offender ? For instance, in a private jurisdiction a man may 
carry certain matters for miles without violating the Sabbath 
commands, but if he venture out into a public jurisdiction with 
a pocket-handkerchief, or a snuff-box, or a half-crown in his 
pocket, and carry it only five ells, he is guilty of death ; and if 
the Talmudists neld the reigns of power, would be led out as 
soon as the Sabbath was over, and stoned, lteason revolts 
against such doctrine, the act is the very same in both cases, 
and is therefore in both cases a sin, or in both cases lawful. 
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Humanity shudders at the thought of stoning a man for 
carrying a pocket-handkerchief, and the Bible teaches us that 
a religion, teaching such inexorable and wanton cruelty, 
cannot be from God. It is true that at present the power ot 
Christianity protects Israelites from such harsh treatment ; but 
wherever the Talmud has any degree of influence, Israel 
groans under its bondage. Many a time have we seen Jews 
with their pocket-handkerchief tied round their knee like a 
garter, for this is lawful, though to carry it in his pocket would 
be a grave and capital offence. And we once knew an Israelite 
who was taking a walk on the Sabbath-day, and being 
addressed by a Gentile beggar, put his hand into his pocket 
and gave the poor man a small coin. He was observed by some 
Talmudists, who immediately attacked him for his profanation 
of the Sabbath. Afraid of losing his character, and being at 
that time more anxious for the praise of man than that which 
cometh of God, he defended himself by saying, that he had 
unintentionally taken out the money in his pocket, but had 
remembered it when addressed by the beggar, and therefore 
took the opportunity of getting rid of that which it was not 
lawful to carry. The Talmudists were satisfied, and their 
wrath changed into profound admiration for his piety. These 
cases exemplify the practical working of the rabbinic system. 
It burdens the consciences of the sincere, and makes the 
unscrupulous hypocrites. It may be replied that such things 
could not happen in England, and that here the Jews are too 
enlightened to observe such distinctions. But every one who 
makes this reply condemns modern Judaism as a religion unfit 
for the observation of the enlightened, and if he be a conscien- 
tious man, should protest against doctrines which he believes 
to be false, and laws which he abhors as cruel. These Sabbatic 
laws are a part, an essential part, of modem Judaism. There 
is not any part of the oral law upon which Talmudists lay 
more stress. The man, therefore, who does not observe them 
has changed his religion. He has got a new faith, as really, 
as if he had been baptized and professed Christianity. Every 
Israelite who carries a pocket-handkerchief in his pocket 
through the streets of London on the Sabbath-day, has 
apostatized from that Jewish religion, which has been profes- 
sed for near two thousand years, and practically declares that 
the religion of the synagogue is false. How then can he, 
without hypocrisy, profess to believe in the religion of the 
Jews? or how can he, as an honest man, uphold a system 
which he regards as false, and which would have him executed 
as a criminal if it had the power ? If such persons, who live 
in the habitual transgression of all the Sabbatic laws, have any 
regard for truth and for Divine revelation, they should openly 
declare their sentiments, announce to the world that they have 
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| forsaken the religion of their fathers, and assert that religion 
which they regard as true. The blindest and most bigoted 
Talmudist is a far more respectable man, and more acceptable 
in the sight of God, than he who pretends to profess a religion 
in which he does not believe, and whose precepts he regards as 
fanatical and superstitious. 

But to return. From the above laws it appears that it is a 
sin to carry anything in a public jurisdiction a distance of more 
than four ells. But suppose, then, that there was something 
which the Talmudists might find it convenient or desirable to 
move to a greater distance, is there no provision to effect its 
conveyance ? Yes. These scrupulous persons, who would 
stone a man to death for carrying anything five ells, have an 
expedient for conveying it a hundred miles if necessary : — 

n'o-in mttn» ycnn -iipbb msb mia “p'ob 
mnb mm vmas t -[inn ibssE? mnb iambi 
rm -jbin ysnrw s"j?s pVa 'p ib'cs lbusip 
Mbs lababa' sb ins bn® omn niana pVa 

: vmas n "pro 

“ Therefore it is lawful for a man to move a matter from the 
public jurisdiction, and to give it to his neighbour, who is 
■within a distance of four ells ; and his neighbour to his neigh- 
bour again, and so on, even for a hundred miles. For although 
the thing itself go many miles, each person has only moved it 
his four ells.” (Orach Chaiim, 348.) We have often heard of 
the wonderful effects of division of labour, but never knew 
before that it could convert a capital offence into an innocent 
employment. Surely it is not necessary to prove that if it be 
unlawful for one person to do a particular act, it is equally 
unlawful for a hundred persons to combine for its performance. 
This law really has more the appearance of a caricature devised 
by some enemy of the oral law, than the grave decision of 
religious men in a matter of life and death. But if wo 
examine a little further, we shall find that it is unlawful to 
move this same thing, whatever it be, from one jurisdiction to 
another, though that other be close at hand : — 

svnnb hdh p mba-on ban babab mastr? atra 
omnb is op-in manb is -rmn manb men 
Esi i omn mono is rnmn mana mba-iab 

: -ncD oaan is s'lnn 

“ As it is unlawful to move anything in the place called 
Karmelith, so it is unlawful to carry anything out of it into a 
public or private jurisdiction, or, vice versa , to introduce any- 
thing from either of these into the Karmelith. But if any one 
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does either he is not guilty,” that is, he is only to get a flogging, 
but not to be stoned. An unlearned man who had already seei 
something conveyed by the above expedient, might easily be 
led to commit an offence of this kind. His untutored mind 
might not perceive why the one should be sinful, if the other 
was lawful ; but such an assertion of common sense would draw 
down certain chastisement. At all events, he might be tempted 
to put his head from one jurisdiction into another, especially if 
he was standing in the street, and was offered a drink by a 
friend in a house, he might put his head into the window and 
take what was offered, but would soon find, to his cost, that he 
had broken one of the Sabbatic laws : — 

man 1 ? wsi snv'i Tim mtinn ms Tibs' sb 
ltast omT p cs sbs sds's is d© nn©m c'mn 
ibsb "pis sint» pm nmti? min© Dipob mm 
limb mis bms vbs nun' sc© p©©in ms can 
: rpbnnm mn©bi dw mara is rn'n m©na 

“ A man may not stand in a private jurisdiction, and put 
forth his head into a public jurisdiction, and then drink, or vice 
versa . But if he does so, let him introduce his head and most 
of his body into the place in which he drinks, for as he w r ants 
the water, we fear lest he should take it to himself (into the 
place where he is standing). But it is lawful to stand in a 
private or public jurisdiction and drink in that w r hich is called 
Karmelith.” (Orach Chaiim, 349.) It is evident that no 
unlearned man can stand a fair chance with laws like these. 
He could not hope even to escape corporal punishment. But if 
the accurate observance of such laws w r as the condition of 
salvation, he would have reason to despair. The most honest 
desire to yield obedience and the utmost exertion of his 
understanding will not help him, nor compensate for his 
ignorance. If, for instance, he should conclude, because it is 
unlawful for himself to have his head in one jurisdiction and 
his body in another whilst he is drinking, that it would be 
equally unlawful for cattle in the same predicament to get food, 
he would be mistaken : — 

roniN man prawn \nnn ran nrrrrtp ram 

: nm s 

“ A beast that has got most of its body outside, and its head 
inside, may be fed.” And if he should take this as the general 
rule of his conduct, he would be mistaken again, for long-necked 
animals form an exception : — 

nsm b'^in omsa ■nm i©ni nt© to barn 

: ths 
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“ But in the case of the camel, he must have his head and 
most of his body inside, because his neck is long.” (Hilchoth 
Shabbath, c. xxv. 1.) And so with endless cases which arise 
from this one distinction of places into four classes. Judaism 
is in all its parts a religion for the studious, and for them only. 
For an unlearned man to keep the Sabbath, as the oral law 
requirers, is absolutely impossible. And after all, what good 
does it bestow upon those who spend their life in the study ? 
Does it improve the heart, or open more abundant views of the 
Divine mercy, or fill the soul with love to man ? That it 
sharpens the wit and subtlety, we do not doubt, but that is but 
small profit to man in general. The criminal law of any 
country will do the same, and in truth the oral law is very 
little more than the rabbinical criminal code. Its great subject 
is guilty and not guilty. And even in this it does not address 
itself to the conscience, and lead a man to consider the workings 
of the heart and the wanderings of the thought, and shew him 
sin at its fountain-head. It is a mere dry detail of external 
observances, as may be seen from the numerous specimens 
adduced in these papers, and as might be shown more fully by 
translating the whole. If real devout feeling and improvement 
of the heart in the fear of God and the love of man be true 
religion, we might expect it, if anywhere, in the Sabbath laws. 
The Sabbath is that holy day which God has set apart to raise 
men’s thoughts from earth to heaven. It is that period of 
sacred relaxation on which even the poor and the unlearned 
may lay aside their worldly cares and occupations, and meditate 
upon the love and will of God, and that eternity to which he is 
hastening. In the laws, then, respecting the observance of this 
day, we might naturally expect the spirit of devotion to be 
manifested ; but in the oral law we look in vain for anything 
of the kind. Its directions about the Sabbath are one continued 
dry detail of external observances, which to a conscientious 
man acquainted with them, must constitute a load upon his 
conscience, sufficient to make the Sabbath the most unhappy 
day of all the seven. But as to the poor and labouring classes, 
who have no time for study, it is impossible that they should 
know, and much more that they should keep, all that is 
necessary for the right observation of the rabbinic Sabbath. 
If, therefore, the oral law were true, the poor must lose a large 
portion of the blessings, and even be in danger of perdition. 
A T ay, if it be true, then we must believe that God has given a 
religion impossible to be observed by the poor, and offering great 
advantages to the rich and learned, that is that He is a respecter 
of persons, though Moses and the prophets teach the contrary. 
But we would ask our readers, what use is it to them to profess 
a religion of which they can never attain a competent know- 
ledge ? We venture to affirm that the majority of Israelites do 
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not know enough of the oral law to help them to keep the 
Sabbath, much less to observe the six hundred and thirteen 
commandments ; cata it be said, then, that they possess a 
religion with which they are not even acquainted? If the 
knowledge and practice of the oral law be necessary to 
constitute a true Jew, ninety-nine out of every hundred must 
give up their claims to the Jewish name. But then what is to 
become of the Jewesses, who are not even obligated to learn ? 
lively rabbi will he willing to confess that the women at least 
are ignorant of the oral law. Can they then have a portion in 
the world to come ? If the knowledge and practice of the oral 
law he necessary to salvation, they cannot. But if they can be 
saved without it, then it follows that God has given a law, the 
knowledge of which is not necessary to salvation. Let every 
Jew ask himself this question, Am I acquainted with all the 
precepts of the oral law ? If not, can I be saved without this 
knowledge ? If I cannot, then the Jewish religion is one 
which makes it impossible for the poor to be saved. If I can, 
then the J ewish religion is of no real use, for I can he saved 
even without knowing it. Such a religion cannot he from God. 
His religion is necessary to be known by every man, woman, 
and child in the world, and the knowledge of it is just as easy 
to be acquired by the poor and unlearned as by the rich and 
studious. Let then the poor and the unlearned consider the 
folly of professing a religion, with which they can never hope 
to become acquainted, and let them return to the religion of 
Moses and the prophets, which, by the help of the God of 
Israel, every one can understand, at least so far as is necessary 
to salvation. The Bible, like everything that has God for its 
author, has beauties discoverable by the eye of the poor, at the 
same time that it has perfections to exercise the observation 
and skill of the most learned. And this holy book is the 
heritage of Israel, which the oral law can never be. The oral 
law may be the heritage and religion of the rabbies who know 
it, but it has no more to do with the religion of those who know 
it not, than the laws of the Chinese. The great majority of 
the Jewish people might just as well call themselves followers 
of Confucius. No man can be said to believe in doctrines 
which he does not know, and can never hope to know : and 
this is the case with nine- tenths of the oral law. 
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It is a fact, that the religion of the oral law has hitherto done 
hut little to promote the temporal welfare of the Jewish people, 
and it is equally certain that, if supreme, it would destroy the 
happiness both of Jews and Gentiles. Its endless definitions 
would necessarily produce transgression. Its severity and 
readiness in excommunication would be the source of constant 
trouble to individuals and families, and the sanguinary spirit of 
its criminal code would make the Jews a nation of mourners. 
Indeed, we seriously doubt, whether any, but a few fanatics, 
wish to see the oral law vested with supreme power, and ruling 
over the lives and properties of the Jewish nation. Every 
reflecting Israelite must know that the Sanhedrin, wielding the 
absolute power ascribed to it in the rabbinic traditions, would 
be the most oppressive tribunal that ever lorded it over the 
consciences of men. But we must remember that it would not 
be with the Sanhedrin and other tribunals alone, that the 
Israelites would have to do. Every rabbi, and every disciple 
of a wise man, would have the right of excommunicating any 
one who offended them. After determining that the tribunals 
can and ought in certain cases to excommunicate, the oral 
law adds — 

Tspntp Y-isn cab rrosb man iau 3 J ccnn pi 
ib p-pna pw i nsinn sbi nns sb “p-12 psi 12 
ntpbtt? i'S2 conn nn cwi 1 conn ns nct'a? or 
irnab sbi ib bmab conn nm csi . ib pimci 

: lra main 

“ And in like manner the wise man himself may, on account 
of his honour, excommunicate an unlearned man who has 
treated him with contumely, and there is no need of witnesses 
nor admonition. And the excommunicate person is not to be 
absolved until he appease the wise man. But if the wise man 
die, three persons come and absolve him. If, however, the 
wise man wish to pardon, and not excommunicate him, the 
power is in his own hand.” (Hilchoth Talmud Torah, c. vi. 12.) 
From this law we see that the restoration of rabbinic power 
would be the most oppressive system of government ever 
devised. Every learned man would be a petty tyrant, consti- 
tuting both judge and jury in his own person, and able, at his 
own caprice, to inflict a severe punislimept. The most absolute 
aristocracy of the feudal times never dared to assume or exercise 
a power so monstrous and so oppressive. No priesthood, even 
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in the darkest times, ever claimed such personal authority as is 
here given to every individual rabbi. It is true that he may, 
if he please, forgive the unfortunate offender, but it is much to 
he feared that such absolute power would in most cases be too 
strong a temptation to the frail sons of men. And at all 
events the principle is utterly inconsistent with wise legislation, 
and most dangerous to the liberty of the poor and unlearned ; 
for the reader will observe that it is only an unlearned man, an 
“ am-haaretz,” who may be dealt with in this summary manner. 
And this is another proof that the religion of the oral law is a 
religion devised for the advantage of the rich and learned, hut 
regardless of the spiritual and temporal welfare of the lower 
classes. For the learned and the great the law is very 
different : — 

mow to ns 'is swa pa nnnm ?pt onn 
B»3-vo ntrv p a« sbs obpb cornea inis ^td 
V pbn mstsn -is® mtan®D bos warn BD3 p 
■py N'na oa btroi nvn r»b®Di TN3® rroasa ims 
mon ib emais'i , nbbn lnDD bt » d® Q"ds nbb 
rab nos w D^nro® rm bo pi -proD d®i 

: mnna vrrobi pspb 

“A wise man, old in wisdom, or a prince, or a president 
of a tribunal, who has sinned, is never to be excommunicated j 
publicly, unless he have done as Jeroboam, the son of Nebat, < 
and his companions. But when he commits other sins, he is 
to be flogged in private. For it is said, ‘ Therefore shalt thou 
fall in the day, and the prophet also shall fall with thee in 
the night,’ (Hos. iv. 5,) i.e., although he fall, cover him as 
it were with the night. And they say to him, ‘ Honour thy- j 
self, and abide in thy house.’ (2 Kings xiv. 10.) In like ! 
manner, when a disciple of a wise man makes himself guilty of 
excommunication, it is unlawful for the tribunal to be too quick, 
and to excommunicate him hastily.” (Ibid. c. vii. 1.) The 
rabbies have endeavoured to justify this different legislation for i 
the learned and unlearned by a verse of the Bible, but their J 
interpretation of that verse is quite erroneous. When God 
says, “Therefore shalt thou fall in the day, and the prophet 
shall also fall with thee in the night,” he is not speaking of the 
learned and unlearned, nor of the different way in which their 
sins were to be punished, but of the destruction which was 
coming upon Israel, as may be seen in Kimchi’s Commentary. 

He interprets the verse thus — 

TtesD Tarn ba-i®' tod dds ern nb®Di 
t-mn DTipD nrn pm bn cvn < bism boon j 
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sinn cvo t winn era in 'cw mm 701 > -fnbca 
c: berm < 7211 nr aoan? < cnb c'anm 'a?' 27-1127 
far bern" 1 -[ms nrnen nper S'o: nbb far wna 
: jrov cam 7m nntrnn nbbo btrna msn lan 

“ Therefore shall thou stumble in the day” This refers to 
Israel, and means on account of thy deeds thou shalt stumble 
and fall. This day ; that is, in this time ; thy fall shall soon 
come. And so we read, “ Then my anger shall be kindled 
against them in that day.” (Deut. xxxi. 17.) And again, “ In 
that day there shall be a root of Jesse,” (Isaiah xi. 10,) where 
day means time and period. And the prophet also shall fall 
with thee in the night , that is, the false prophet who deceivetli 
thee shall stumble with thee, as men stumble in the night 
in darkness ; and so the Targum of Jonathan has it. (Kimehi, 
Comment, in Hos. iv. 2.) Kimehi and Jonathan, then, both 
testify that the oral law gives a false interpretation of this 
verse. This is in itself rather awkward for a law that pro- 
fesses to have been given by God, but still more so when 
it is made the basis of most unjust and partial legislation, 
to save the learned from the punishment which an unlearned 
man would have in similar circumstances to suffer. No one 
can deny that the learned and unlearned are here placed on 
very unequal terms. If an unlearned man provoke a rabbi, he 
may be excommunicated by that individual without either 
judge or jury, or even the form of a trial. But if a learned 
man makes himself liable to the same punishment, even a 
court of justice has not the power to pronounce the sentence. 
Who can doubt that the rabbies made these laws for their 
own convenience ? Can any one believe that God has given 
this law, which makes the learned a privileged class of 
persons, who, though guiltv of the same offence as the working 
classes, is to be spared, whilst they are to be punished ? God is 
no respecter of persons, and therefore no such law can be from 
him. 

The extreme injustice of this mode of legislation will appear 
still more from considering the nature of the punishment : — 

nas ramaon ibsm miaon ana'® nrran v-ra 
7'si i vito bo boso aoobi -icob now mao 
mi bob miroo ims pbbio nbi i vbo jaata 
bos 1 mas oo-iso iaj? 7'02?v sbi < mtuj ■p-ioc? 
esi < ooitri 102731 i ib 721271 ennsb won n:i27 
. i 3 i-is bi? 72s 7 'noai 7 'nbi 27 7>i mo vn:o na 
-iio'on 7a btoia sina? 'ob » ims 7'aan 77127 oaibo 
ns 7'iba 7'si ims 7'Tooa 7'sa’ -taib -p-is 7'si 
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trpn sbi dv c '®b® wron nti?''t£7 . . . maa 

cnns or* c'trbtr at»i rp'otr inis jnaa rrnnb 
: ims •pa'nna n'rinb a?pa sbi 

“ How is an excommunicate person to conduct himself, and 
how are others to conduct themselves towards him ? It is 
unlawful for an excommunicate person, as for a mourner, to 
trim his heard or hah, or to wash all the days of his ex- 
communication ; neither is he to be associated in pronouncing 
the benedictions ; neither is he to be reckoned as one of ten, 
wherever ten persons are required; neither may any one sit 
within four ells of him. He may however teach others and be 
taught. He may hire and be hired. But if* he die in his 
excommunication, the tribunal send and lay a stone upon his 
eoffin to signify that they stone him because he is separated 
from the congregation. And it is unnecessary to say that he 
is not to be mourned for, and that his funeral is not to be 

attended Whosoever remains thirty days in his ex- 

communication without seeking to be absolved, is to be excom- 
municated a second time. If he abide thirty days more with- 
out seeking absolution, he is then to be anathematized.” (Hil- 
choth Talmud Torah, ibid.) This, then, is the punishment which 
a learned man has it in his power to inflict at will. He may 
deprive him of the comforts of cleanliness and perhaps injure 
iiis health. He may hold him up to the public scorn by 
separating him by four ells from all decent people. He may 
heap obloquy upon his death and deprive him of a respectful 
burial, or if the man survive under the public eontempt, and 
refuse to give the rabbi satisfaction, he will be anathematized, 1 
and his prospects for this world, at least, irretrievably ruined. 
The law respecting the anathematized person is this : — 

sin roitr bvs ib your rsi c'nnsb rmti? irs 
id'si vnnbn rctr 1 ' Kbtr i»vvb 
lav ppDvna psi i lav pomsi f stria psi i ib , 
: mens iia pov ava sbs 

“ He is not to teach others nor to be taught, but may leam 
by himself that he may not forget the learning. He is not to 
be hired, nor to hire. Men may have no dealings with him, 
nor any business except a little that he may get a livelihood.” 
Now tnen suppose that an unlearned man does or says some- 
thing, which a rabbi interprets as contempt, he is first excom- 
municated. If, in the consciousness of innocence, he refuses to 
ask for the rabbi’s forgiveness, he is at last anathematized, and , 
all his business stopped, and all this is done to him because he is | 
an unlearned man. He is himself to be dishonoured, his business j 
ruined, and he himself to die of a broken heart, not because he 


RABBINIC EXCOMMUNICATION. 


243 


has committed some grievous crime, but because be has been 
wanting in respect either to the rabbi’s person or his words. 
The most absolute autocrat never made a law more despotic. 

But some one will say, that the rabbi has the power of 
forgiving if he please, and that the oral law recommends him 
to do so. It is true that if the affront be given in private, he 
has this power, and is told to forgive, but not so if it be offered 
in public, he has then no choice. He is bound to excommunicate 
the offender. That we may not appear to act unfairly, we will 
give the whole passage : — 

i3'« mccb nrab ccnb men w'w 'Q bs fis 
Kbs m 1313 1D353? svrcnb eccn Tcbnb mo 
jnb mb rm' sbi 037 'iaia V3is c'bsc 
-ion mmin bnb ci inacnc nab to nasto rasa 
D'aitosm m'cn -p 1 rrn pi < “pb ]nn bs mm 
C'bmato sbs tu? sbi ^a'toa p'si ensnn cpcio 
c'mnoo rn c'bin c'ccm , ib c'nbiDi Fpncb 
ms iTt stb abiaato miaisi Q'san cmoi'cc 
'Tcbn bo can sn in < piaab imannn Kbi 
imiatoa o'-iias cnai naa < na “jVb ms-io c'aan 
ism is imeo can mebn bas mca imam is 
bna esi maa ba binab ib nas samsa cis 
-lain *iai3i cpi3 Kbs mm bo )ina nra toaaa 
: nbna iaaa op 3 Po na tonaa 

“ Although a wise man has the power to excommunicate on 
account of his honour, yet it is not to be praised in the disciple 
of a wise man who does so. On the contrary he ought to shut 
his ears against the words of an unlearned man (am-haaretz), 
and not to attend to them, according as Solomon has said in 
his wisdom, ‘ Take no heed to all the things that are spoken.’ 
(Eccles. vii. 21.) And such was the custom of the saints of old, 
who heard their reviling, but did not answer ; and not only so, 
but they pardoned the re viler, and forgave him. The greatest 
of the wise men used to glory in their good deeds, and say, 
that they had never excommunicated nor anathematized any 
man on account of their honour, and this is the wav in which 
the disciples of the wise men ought to walk. In wnat case is 
this to be applied ? When they have been despised or reviled 
in secret. But if the disciple of a wise man he despised or 
reviled by any man publicly, it is unlawful for him to forgive 
any affront to his honour , and if he forgive he is to be punished , 
for this is a contempt of the law. He is on the contrary , to 
avenge and keep the thing in mind , like a serpent , until the 
offender entreat to be forgiven .” (Ibid. c. vii. 13.) The great 
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object of these laws is plainly to uphold the power and dignity 
of the rabbies, and to make it impossible for the people to shake 
off their yoke. The care which is taken to punish every offence 
against the wise men betrays a lurking consciousness of error, 
and a fear lest the common people should compare their 
precepts with Scripture, assert the plain unsophisticated truth, 
and thus shake off the galling chains of rabbinism. To 
prevent this, the very first semblance of disobedience is to be 
punished with excommunication. But for the poor and un- 
learned, if insulted by a learned man, there is no satisfaction. 
He cannot thunder out an excommunication or an anathema in 
return. For him the oral law makes no provision, except for 
his punishment. If Judaism, therefore, should ever attain the 
supreme power, the working and unlearned, classes will be 
placed in the power and at the mercy of the learned, and every 
disciple of a wise man will wield the absolute power of an 
autocrat. 

But some one may say, that if the disciple of a wise man 
should excommunicate any one hastily that the people would 
not regard his excommunication. But if they did not, they 
would do it at their peril, for the oral law expressly declares 
that they are bound to observe the excommunication not only 
of a rabbi, but of one of his disciples : — 

in mmS fn^n v-pnbn bn vnnnb rrratp mn 
■ps mnn -nnnb rtYOtt? *rabn bns nroan 'm 
ainab pn^n enn bn bns 'vtd in airub n"n mn 

: 'na in 

“ When a rabbi excommunicates on account of his honour, 
all his disciples are bound to treat the excommunicate person 
as such. But when a disciple excommunicates on account of 
his own honour, the rabbi is not bound to treat that person 
as excommunicate, but all the people are bound.” (Ibid, 
c. vi. 13.) Nothing can more clearly prove the injustice of 
such excommunication. If the rabbi be not bound to regard 
the disciples’ excommunication, why should all the people be 
bound? If the offence committed against the disciple be a 
sin before God, and such it ought to be to require such severe 
punishment, the excommunication ought to be as binding 
upon the rabbi as upon the people. But if it be not binding 
upon the rabbi, then the offence for which it was inflicted 
cannot be a sin in the sight of God, it is therefore an arbitrary 
and unjust punishment, and it is both wicked and cruel to 
require the people to obey it. But the principle itself is 
monstrous, that the disciple of a rabbi should be constituted 
both judge and jury in his own case, and have the power 
of lording it over those, whose circumstances do not permit 
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them to devote their time to study, and who, therefore, 
cannot be enrolled in the privileged class. Just suppose 
that the clergy of this land, or the professors and students 
at our Universities, were to claim such power, and to ex- 
communicate and anathematize all who treated them with 
disrespect, and that without any trial or conviction before 
a legal tribunal, and that the unfortunate victims were to 
be separated from society, ruined, and then their dead bodies 
treated with dishonour, would not this be regarded as a 
monstrous and insupportable tyranny ? Yet this is what 
the oral law claims for the rabbies and their disciples, and 
what they would possess and exercise if Judaism ever at- 
tains to supreme power. Would the Jews wish such a 
power established? Do they desire to live under such a 
government ? If they do not, if they prefer the personal 
liberty and the even-handed justice secured to them by 
Christian laws, then they confess that the Christian prin- 
ciples are better than those of their own religion, and they 
must be charged with inconsistency in professing and as- 
serting the truth of a religion, which they hope may never 
triumph. Every man who believes his religious principles 
to be Divine, must wish that they should triumph, and that 
they should have free scope for their development. Any man 
who dreads the triumph of his religion must have secret 
misgivings that it is false. We therefore ask every Jew 
whether he desires that the oral law should attain that 
absolute power which it claims, and that every rabbi and 
his disciples should have the power of excommunicating 
and anathematizing all who affront them ? One of the most 
perfect tests of a religion, is to consider what would be its 
effects if supreme. At present there are various systems of 
religion in the world, some of which, as directly contra- 
dicting others, must be decidedly false. The hope of all re- 
flecting men is, that the truth will ultimately triumph, that 
God himself will at last interpose, and establish the dominion 
of truth and eradicate all error. Each hopes that his own 
system will then prevail, but let him follow out that system, 
and see how it will work, when all resistance shall be vain. 
Let the Jews calmly consider the state of tilings, when the 
rabbies and their disciples shall be masters of the world, as 
they must one day be, if Judaism be true. The unlearned will 
then be completely at their mercy, their servants and their 
bondmen. Will this be a happy condition, or is this state 
of things desirable ? In the first place, there will be no 
personal liberty. Any man who may chance to differ from 
a rabbi, and treat him with disrespect will immediately be 
excommunicated. In the second place, there will be no 
liberty of conscience or of thought. Every man must then 
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let the rabbies think for him, and he must be content to 
receive their decisions without any appeal. The body will 
scarcely have the appearance of being free, and the intellect 
will be bound in fetters of adamant. It will no doubt be a 
glorious period for the wise men and their disciples, but they 
will always form a small minority, compared with the bulk 
of mankind. The majority of Israel, not now to speak of 
the Gentiles, will then be degraded into poor, crouching, 
submissive servants of the learned, afraid to use their reason, 
and always having the fear and dread of excommunication 
before their eyes. Do they then honestly wish for such a 
state of things, to be tied hand and foot, and given into the 
hands of their learned men ? If they do not, if they see the 
hoiTor and the injustice and degradation of such a state of 
things, why do they profess a religion which will inevitably 
lead to it, if it be true ? If such laws be unjust, and such 
a consummation dreadful, instead of desirable, the religion of 
the oral law must necessarily be false ; and it is the duty of 
every Israelite to consider what he is doing in upholding it. 
The present state of things will not continue always. The 
Jewish nation cannot always wish to be wanderers in 
foreign lands. They look forward to a restoration to the 
land of their fathers, and they wish in that land to be happy 
and prosperous. But happiness and prosperity will be un- 
known words, if they are then to be governed according to 
the principles of the oral law. That law gives the learned 
a monopoly of power and happiness, but leaves the mass of 
the nation in bondage. Do they then, in contemplating the 
re-establishment of the kingdom of Israel, expect another 
than the oral law, and other principles of religion and 
justice ? If they do, they confess that the oral law is false, 
and if it would be false and hurtful, and destructive of all 
happiness, if supreme, it is equally false and hurtful now. 
The Israelite, therefore, who upholds it, is upholding a false 
system. He may do it in ignorance, and we believe that j 
tnis is the case with the majority ; but it is most unbe- 
coming in any reasonable man to profess a religion of which 
he is ignorant. He may answer, I have no time to acquire 
an accurate knowledge of my religion. The books in which 
it is contained are too voluminous to admit of my acquiring 
an acquaintance with them. I must work for my bread. 

We grant that this is the fact, but then this brings us back 
to our original position, that Judaism is only a religion for 
those who have leisure, that is, for the rich and the learned, 
and we conclude, on that very account, that it cannot be ; 
from God, who looks neither at riches nor learning, but 
considereth the welfare, and above all, the religious welfare j 
of the poorest of his creatures. The especial character of 
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the Messiah is, that he will care for the poor. “ He shall 
judge the poor of the people, he shall save the children ot 
the needy.” (Psalm lxxii. 4.) He, therefore, cannot have 
the religion of the oral law. He will not be a rabbi, nor a 
rabbi’s disciple. 


No. XXXII. 

NEW YEAR’S DAY. 

The season of the Jewish year, which we are now ap- 
proaching, naturally leads us to the consideration of some 
subjects more important than those which we have lately 
discussed, the oral law teaches that the festival of the new 
year is nothing less than a day of judgment, on which God 
pronounces sentence respecting the state of every individual : 

inn'a risen Y'rranm din mm ^bpitsw cam 
insi ins ba main pbpm ratm ban 73 
'D 1 n:tan e?wn be? ora vmm cj? abi3; 'sna 
enra 3;an Ksasta m tmnb enm pnn sna^ta 
as amsan dv is ims ^bm cmanm < nmeb 
: nmab anna isb esi a^nb ann: nnmn narj 

“ As the merits <and the sins of a man are weighed at the 
hour of his death, so likewise every year, on the festival of 
New Year’s Hay, the sins of every one that comcth into the 
world are weighed against his merits. Every one who is 
found righteous is sealed to life. Every one who is found 
wicked is sealed to death. But the judgment of the inter- 
mediate class is suspended until the Hay of Atonement. If 
they repent, they are sealed to life, but if not, they are sealed 
to death.” (Hilehoth T’shuvah, c. iii. 3.) This naturally 
leads us to consider the rabbinic doctrine of justification, anil 
to inquire how far it agrees with Moses and the prophets. 
And here our first business must be to state the doctrine as 
it is found in the oral law. 

This law teaches, first, that he whose merits are more than 
his sins i3 accounted a righteous man : — 

'a i mawi mm ib cr eis 'ana insi ins ba 
vmmra? 'ai < p'ljj vmarw bn nun'' vmmtp 
: mra nnnab nnna < 3; an vmm b:; mim 


248 


NEW YEAR’S DAY. 


“Every one of the children of man has merits and sins. 
If his merits exceed his sins, he is righteous. If his sins 
exceed his merits, he is wicked. If they be half and half, 
he is a middling or intermediate person.” (Ibid. 1.) 

It teaches, secondly, that in estimating the comparative 
state, respect is had not only to the number but to the quality 
of the actions : — 


Kbw rwnrm rvmm fan 'sb w nt Vipon 
naNatp many nso t::d mat w' > cbia 'sb 

naa tod Kintp ?vn? tm < mta -m ia ssaa 7 3?' 
: nam nata nas> ins sanm -msatc > j-ivdt 


“ And this weighing is made, not with respect to the 
number of the merits and the sins, but according to their 
greatness. There is a merit which may outweigh many 
sins, as it is said, * Because in him there is found some good 
thing.’ (1 Kings xiv. 13.) And there are sins which may 
outweigh many merits, for it is said, ‘ One sinner destroyetii 
much good.’ ” ^Ecclesiast. ix. 18.) 

It teaches, thirdly, that it is possible by transgression or 
obedience to turn the scale : — 

ba nsi laaa ns smart in ins Kan san 
nwv i nnntan ib tznai nam rpb ibia nbisn 
tabian ba nsi lass ns aman in nns man i 
lasata nbam nsian cnbi ib m mat rpb tbia 
nbwn ba ns a nan piata nt abia id' pnai 1 
bsia?' m ba tan: nt paa 'aaa < ib'sm matb | 
nnaaa paoaba cub a^aasaa npiaa mainb 
: nac?n baa in' nmaan or* naa natan tasia 


“If a man sin one sin, he gives the preponderance for him- 
self and for all the world to the scale of guilt, and causes 
destruction. But if he perform one commandment, he gives 
the preponderance both for himself and all the world to the 
scale of merit, and causes salvation and deliverance to himself 
and them, as it is said, ‘ The righteous is the foundation of 
the world’ (Prov. x. 25), which means that righteousness 
gives the world a preponderance in the scale of merit and 
delivers it. And on this account all the house of Israel are 
accustomed to abound in almsgiving, and in good deeds, and 
to be diligent in the commandments in the interval between 
New Year’s Day and the Day of Atonement more than in all 
the year besides.” (Ibid. 4.) This then is the doctrine which 
we have to consider. 

The first great principle is that “ Every one of the children 
of men has merits and has sins.” That every man has sins 
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we readily admit ; but that any man, or any angel, or any of 
God’s creatures, has any merit in the sight of God we deny. 
First, because the idea of merit is utterly inconsistent with 
the idea of the relation in which the creature stands to the 
Creator. Every created being is bound by the very fact of 
his creation to love God with all his heart and soul, and mind 
and strength, and to do all his will. Whatsoever, therefore, 
he does, he can never exceed the limit of his bounden duty, 
and can therefore never lay any claim to merit. If created 
beings were free from all obligation to love God or to do his 
will — if they were independent and masters of themselves, 
then by loving God or doing his will they might have merit, 
for they would be doing him a service which He has no right 
to require. Just as a man that is free may hire himself to 
do work for another man, which he is not bound to do, and 
thereby earn wages. But not so the slave, who is his master’s 
property. He can only do his duty, and if he toil all the 
day and be diligent and faithful in his master’s service, he 
still can lay no claim to wages or to merit ; he has only done 
what he is bound to do. To lay any claim to merit, we must 
stand on equal terms, and confer what the other has no right 
to expect. But this no created being can ever do. He is 
a debtor overwhelmed with such an amount of debt, that all 
that he has or can raise only goes in part payment, and who 
therefore will never be able to confer anything which is not 
already due. And therefore it is said, “ Can a man be pro- 
fitable unto God ? ” and again, “ Is it gain to him, that thou 
makest thy ways perfect?” (Job xxii. 2, 3.) The unfallen 
angels themselves have no merit before God, and much less 
fallen and rebellious man. 

But, secondly, the assertion that man has merits is contra- 
dicted by the plain testimonies of Scripture. If man have 
merits, however few, then so far as those merits are concerned, 
his nature must be good and holy, but God declares the 
contrary : “Behold, he putteth no trust in his saints; yea the 
heavens are not clean in his sight : how much more abominable 
and filthy is man, which drinketh iniquity like water.” (Job 
xv. 15, 16.) Such language cannot be applied to any creature 
capable of meriting anything in the sight of God. Again, if 
man have merits, his merits must proceed from the good things 
which he has done. He that does nothing good cannot be 
meritorious, but yet God says, “ There is none Siat doeth good, 
no, not one. They are all gone aside, they are all together 
become filthy ; there is none that doeth good, no, not one.” 
(Ps. xiv. 1 — *3.) If this be true, then no man has merits. If 
man have merits, they must proceed from an inherent good 
principle in his nature, but God says even of Israel that there 
is no such principle of good : on the contrarv, he declares that 
M 3 
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“ the whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint. From the 
sole of the foot, even nnto the head, there is no soundness in 
it : but wounds, and bruises, and putrifying sores.” (Isaiah i. 
5, 6.) Here God describes Israel, and the description is 
generally true of mankind, as totally corrupt. There is no 
soundness in it. The intellect is corrupt, for “ the whole head 
is sick.” The affections are corrupt, for “ the whole heart is 
faint.” How, then, can he that has a perverted intellect and a 
corrupt heart have merits? Again, if man have merits, his 
good deeds, whatever they be, must be such as to deserve the 
approbation of God ; but the confession of the prophet is — 

: bn ms Tam Tbs 'rm 

“ But we are all as an unclean thing, and all our righteous- 
ness as filthy rags.” (Isa. lxiv. 6.) Either, then, the oral law 
or the Bible says what is false. The Bible says that the very 
best of man's deeds, “ all his righteousnesses,” are no better in 
the sight of God than filthy rags : if this be true, then man has 
no merit whatsoever. 

But again, the assertion that every man has merits and sins, 
is based upon a false principle. It takes for granted that God 
judges men by their individual acts, and not by the state of 
their hearts; that is, that he judges as we do. When we 
consider a man’s conduct, we can only look at his acts, and to 
us some of them appear good and others had. In our sight, 
therefore, he may have some merits and some demerits. But 
God looks at the heart, and sees whether a man loves him or not, 
and by the whole habit of his mind and affections judges the 
man’s state and all his actions. We short-sighted creatures 
judge a man’s heart by his actions ; hut God judges his actions 
by his heart, and where the heart is wrong, he is so far from 
counting any actions as meritorious, that he looks upon the 
whole conduct as one mass of abominable sin. 

The next assertion of the oral law is, that “ If a man’s merits 
exceed his sins, he is righteous.” This pre-supposes, first, that 
a man’s merits may exceed his sins ; and asserts, secondly, that 
in this case he is accounted righteous. But where is the man 
whose “merits exceed his sins?” Where is the man who 
keeps any one of God’s commandments perfectly ? In all our 
best deeds and efforts there is sin of admixture or of imperfec- 
tion. Often, when by the help of God, a good thought or an 
honest intention is conceived in the heart, before it can be 
realized in action, some selfish and unworthy motive associates 
itself with it, and spoils the whole. And in every case the 
obedience is imperfect, so that all our best acts become occa- 
sions of committing sins either of infirmity or imperfection, 
and thus our sins are certainly as many as our good deeds, for 
each one of them has a sin as its associate. But how many are. 
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our sins of thought, word, and deed, which are mere sins with- 
out any admixture of good, and which in themselves are 44 more 
than the hairs of our head?” And even if we should admit 
that the final result depends not upon number, but upon mag- 
nitude, then there is one sin that extends from the moment of 
our birth to the latest hour of our existence, and that is, want 
of perfect love to God. This he’ requires at every moment, hut 
yet how many hours of every day do we pursue our business 
or our pleasures without a single remembrance of him ? And 
how few, how hasty, and how interrupted are our grateful 
recollections of the love and mercy of God ! Here then is a 
sin which in magnitude far exceeds the aggregate of all our 
gratitude and all our services, and which in itself would sink 
the scale of guilt down to the lowest hell. But by the side of 
it there is another equally immense, and that is our continued 
transgression of the commandment, 44 Thou shalt love thy 
neighbour as thyself.” The very best of all God’s saints 
makes, at the most, but a feeble struggle against the love of 
self. He admits the extent of his duty to his neighbour, he 
knows it — he desires to fulfil it. He watches against himself, 
and yet, with all his care, self-love creeps in again and again, 
and asserts the mastery over his thoughts and actions. These 
two sins would outweigh a thousand times all the six hundred 
and eleven remaining commandments of which Israel boasts, 
even if they kept them all without a single transgression or a 
shade of imperfection. With these two sins on our con- 
sciences, it is perfectly absurd to talk of our merits exceeding 
our sins. There is not, and never was in the world, a mere 
child of Adam, whose sins did not far exceed his good deeds. 
If, therefore, it be necessaiy, in order to be accounted just, 
that our merits should exceed our sins, we must give up all 
hope of being justified before God. 

But let us suppose for a moment that such a thing were 
possible, that there was a man whose merits exceeded his sins, 
would such an one be accounted just before God ? First let us 
ask Moses, let us hear what he says. Does he promise that if 
your merits exceed your sins, ye shall be considered just? and 
does he promise life, as the oral law does, to imperfect 
obedience ? Hear the words of Moses himself : — 

cDnN cn'nbs rt ms is'ss mtrsb cmatsi 
rt ms -ics -pin baa » bsaDi pa' man sb 
cnaism cab aval yrnn pab isbn cans ca'nbs 

: psn\n ies p-sa ds' 

44 Ye shall observe to do therefore as the Lord your God hath 
commanded you : ye shall not turn aside to the right hand or 
to the left. Ye shall walk in all the ways which the Lord 
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your God hath commanded you, that ye may live, and that it 
may be well with you, and that ye may prolong your days in 
the land which ye shall possess.” (Deut. v. 32, 33.) Here 
Moses requires perfect obedience as the condition of life, and 
does not allow a single deviation either to the right hand or to 
the left. It is not a single declaration, nor a sentiment wrested 
from its context. Moses repeats the same again and again. In 
the very next verses to those just quoted, he says — 

"n ms ntyN erMt&Bm crpnn msDn nan 
c'-oaa? cn« -iti’N nwj 1 ? cans izabb carnbN 
ns narcb “pnbs n ns si\n ]»»b , nnanb no© 
pa -pan nns -psa 'aas iti’s vniSDi vnipn ba 
: I'D' pans' p?abi -pn ^ ba -pa 

“Now these are the commandments, the statutes, and the 
judgments, which the Lord your God commanded to teach you, 
that ye might do them in the land whither ye go to possess it ,* 
that thou mightest fear the Lord they God, to keep ALL his 
statutes and his commandments, which I command thee ; thou 
and thy son, and thy son’s son, all the days of thy life : and 
that thy days may be ’prolonged.” (vi. 1, 2.) Here again Moses 
requires perfect obedience to the whole law. He requires it of 
every individual of Israel. “ Thou and thy son, and thy son’s 
son ; ” and this universal obedience he exacts not at some stated 
period of the year, but every day of a man’s whole life. “ All 
the days of thy life.” Moses leaves no room for some merits 
and some sins. If a man does what Moses requires, he can 
have no sins. If a man have any. sins whatever, he does not 
fulfil what Moses requires as the condition of life. We might 
quote several other similar passages, but content ourselves with 
one, where Moses expressly declares that universal obedience 
is necessary to righteousness : — 

ns nsnb nbsrt n'pnn bn ns niiaab rr lavan 
i ntn nva lanvnb D'»'n ba 12b aitab lavibs n 
mazan bo ns nvoob -mao 'a tab rrnn nptzn 
: 1312 -10SD aa'nbs n 'aab nstn 

“And the Lord commanded us to do all these statutes, to fear 
the Lord our God always, that he might preserve us alive, as it 
is at this day. And it shall be our righteousness , if we observe 
to do all these commandments before the Lord our God, as he 
hath commanded us.” (Deut. vi. 24, 25.) This is Moses’ idea 
of righteousness, and if Moses be right the oral law is wrong. 
It says, “ If a man’s merits exceed his sins, he is righteous.” 
Moses says, If a man keep all the commandments all the days 
of his life he -is righteous. The oral law promises life to him 
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who confessedly has sins. Moses requires perfect and universal 
obedience as the condition of life. It becomes, therefore, an 
important, an awfully important, consideration for every 
Israelite, whether he will rest his soul’s salvation on the word of 
Moses, or on that of the oral law. If he rests upon the oral law, 
than he will be satisfied that a partial obedience is sufficient 
to secure everlasting salvation, and in this hope he w r ill die. 
But if he is to be judged according to the law of Moses, he 
will, at the hour of God’s judgment, find himself awfully 
mistaken. Moses knows of no righteousness, but that of 
universal obedience every day of a man’s life, and promises life 
to none but those who have this righteousness. He that has it 
not, therefore, must be condemned. And let every Israelite 
mark well that Moses has not left us to draw this just 
conclusion from the premises which he has laid down, but has 
him self stated, in the distinctest and plainest terms, That he 
who does not yield this universal obedience is accursed. And 
that no man may mistake his meaning, he sums up all that he 
has said upon this subject, and repeats, that he who keeps all 
God’s commandments shall be blessed, and that he who does 
not keep all God’s commandments shall be accursed : — 

■netpb -pnbH n bipa yawn y'law cn rrm 
-pn:i cvn -pea 'nas iirs vmss bn ns nws?b 
no -pbs isai i viwn '"in bo bo ivbo -pnbs n 

: '-in nbsn no-on 

“ And it shalt come to pass, if thou shalt hearken diligently 
unto the voice of the Lord thy God, to observe and to do ALL 
his commandments which I command thee this day, that the 
Lord thy God will set thee high above all nations of the earth ; 
and all these blessings shall eome on thee,” Ac. And then, 
after enumerating the blessings, he adds — 

nitasb -natrb -p n bs rt bipa yawn sb cs rrm 
isoi nvn -poa oas ie?s vmpm vmso ba ns 
-loa nns tv-in f-pia'tsm nbsn mbbpn ba -pbs 

: '131 mt»3 nns -nisi 

“ But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt not hearken unto the 
voice of the Lord thy God, to observe to do ALL his command- 
ments and his statutes whicli I command thee this day, that all 
these curses shall come upon thee, and overtake thee. Cursed 
shalt thou be in the city, and cursed shalt thou be in the field,” 
Ac. (Deut. xxviii. 1 — 15.) Here Moses plainly says, that he 
who is perfectly obedient is blessed, and that he who is not 
perfectly obedient is eursed. And it is to be noted that Moses 
knows nothing of an intermediate state of man, the 
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who are neither righteous nor wicked. He divides all Israel 
into two classes, the blessed and the cursed. He who keeps 
ALL God’s commandments belongs to the former ; he who does 
not keep all God’s commandments to the latter. In this 
matter, than, the most important that can employ the mind of 
man, the oral law contradicts the plain words of Moses. One 
of the two is certainly in error. It is for the Israelites to 
choose whether they will believe Moses, or that oral law which 
contradicts his words. If they believe in Moses, then no one is 
accounted just before God, but that man who has all the days 
of his life kept all God’s commandments without one deviation. 
Every other person is so far from being just, that he is accursed. 
If there were a human being who had all his life kept all the 
commandments, and only once been guilty of transgression, 
that one transgression makes him unjust and accursed. But 
there is no such person. Every man’s conscience tells him that 
his sins far exceed his obedience, and therefore if Moses speak 
truth he is accursed. Oh, let no one endanger his salvation by 
trusting to the oral law. Let him take up the law of Moses, let 
him investigate the conditions which Moses lays down. We 
ask not now, that the Israelites should read the New Testament, 
or that they should listen to our arguments or any reasoning of 
man. We simply point out to them the words of Moses, and 
we show other passages of the oral law which teaches an 
entirely different doctrine. We ask, then, whether the man 
who rebels against the law of Moses can hope for salvation ? 
Yet this is what every one who follows the oral law is doing. 
If his temporal welfare only were concerned, it would not be of 
such moment. But here his eternal interests are at stake. If 
the oral law be mistaken, and mistaken it is if Moses spoke 
truth, their eternal salvation is forfeited by every one who 
follows it. We therefore entreat every reader of this paper to 
take up the law of Moses, and to investigate this question : — 
“ What are the conditions of blessing and cursing, of life and 
death, according to the declarations of Moses ? Does he promise 
life to that man whose merits exceed his sins, or does he require 
universal obedience ?” To Moses himself we appeal, and him 
we constitute the arbiter of our differences. 
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We showed in our last number that the first axiom of the 
oral law respecting the mode of justification is false. Moses 
requires perfect and universal obedience to all the command- 
ments as the condition of justification and life, whereas the oral 
law says it is sufficient if a man’s merits exceed his sins. One 
of the two, then, has spoken falsehood. It is for the Jews to 
consider which of them they will brand with the character of 
liar. As for ourselves, we believe that Moses spoke the truth, 
and by his standard of right and wrong we proceed to examine 
the second and third principles of Rabbinic justification. The 
oral law tells us, further, that when God weighs the merits and 
the offences, “ This weighing is made not with respect to the 
number of the merits and the sins, but according to their 
greatness. There is a merit which may outweigh many sins, 
as it is said, * Because in him there is found some good thing/ 
(1 Kings xiv. 13.) And there are sins which may outweigh 
many merits, for it is said, ‘ One sinner destroyeth much good.’ 
(Ecclesiast. ix. 18.)” And for this reason we are told that “ In 
the ten days between the New Year and the Day of Atonement, 
Israel abounds in almsgiving and good works more than in all 
the year besides.” Such is the hope which the oral law holds 
out to Israel. It first tells a man, that if his merits exceed his 
sins, he is safe. Then feeling that none but a fool or madman 
can dream of his merits exceeding his sins, it tries to quiet the 
conscience by assuring the guilty, that the quality of the deeds 
is regarded more than their number, and that there may be one 
meritorious act which will outweigh many sins. It endeavours 
to prove this by a citation from the Book of Kings. This is in 
itself suspicious. Why did it not bring one or more plain 
passages from the Books of Moses ? They contain the law of 
God, and the great principles of God’s judgment. In deter- 
mining a case like this, an appeal to the letter of the law is 
absolutely necessary. Let every Israelite, then, before he 
trusts his salvation to the oral law, find out one passage in the 
law of Moses, where Moses himself declares that “ one merit 
may outweigh many sins.” We know not of one similar 
declaration, and therefore hesitate not to say, that whosoever 
rests his salvation on this hope, has apostatized from the 
religion of Moses. 

But the passage itself, which the oral law cites, proves nothing 
in support of the above principle. The words were spoken of 
the son of Jeroboam. “ He only of Jeroboam shall come to the 
grave, because in him there is found some good thing towards 
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the Lord God of Israel in the house of Jeroboam.” (1 Kings 
xiv. 13.) There is not one word said here about his being 
justified by that one good thing, whatever it was. It did not 
save the child from his sickness. It did not change the 
sentence of death into life. All it did was to procure him a 
peaceable burial. How, then, can any reasonable man argue, 
because the son of Jeroboam had a peaceable burial, that 
therefore some meritorious act will save him from the 
punishment due to his offences ? To warrant such a 
conclusion, he ought first to show that the son of Jeroboam 
had been a grievous sinner like his father, which the Bible 
does not say ; and, secondly, that this one meritorious act had 
obtained pardon of his sins, and restored him to life ; and 
moreover it ought to be expressly said, that God considered 
him as just. The very circumstance that the rabbies were 
obliged to have recourse to such a passage, and that they could 
find nothing better in the law or the prophets, shows that they 
were hard pushed to find anything that would even bear a 
faint resemblance to their doctrine. 

The law of Moses gives no countenance to this doctrine, and 
can give none, because it is directly subversive of all the 
principles of law and justice. The stern principle of justice is, 
that eveiy transgression of the law should be followed by 
punishment without any reference whatever to the good deeds 
or merits of the transgressor. Even before an earthly tribunal, 
there is no deviation from this principle. If a murderer or a 
robber be convicted, no degree of previous or subsequent merit 
can be listened to as a plea against the just sentence of the law. 
He may in all other respects be an unexceptionable character, 
he may feed the poor and clothe the naked, and give all his 
goods in alms, but none of these things can change the sentence 
of guilty into not guilty, or cause him to be considered as a 
just or innocent person. And shall we suppose that God is less 
just than man P The law of Moses gives us no reason for such 
a supposition. It says distinctly — 

mab yw~\ sin -itrs nsvi 2;c:b -eis inpn sbi 

:nz3V ma 'a 

a Moreover, ye shall take no satisfaction for the life of a 
murderer, which is guilty of death ; but he shall surely be put 
to death.” (Num. xxxv. 31.) According to this declaration, 
the good deeds or merits of a murderer are not to be regarded, 
and there is nothing which he can do which can avert the 
sentence of the law. And shall we suppose that God himself 
will do what he forbids men to do ? If so, why did he forbid 
it to be done ? The plain reason of this prohibition is, because 
it is contrary to the eternal principles of right and wrong, 
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which God himself cannot violate without detracting from his 
holiness. But it is not with respect to murder only that God 

f has laid down these stern principles of justice. He says 
generally — ■ 

-an pi misn p nm Tn nwvn ntss t&aam 
f H72V mpn s mn ttfEDn nni33i rpntt sin rr n*j 
t&osn man man nsn imsn nsi nn rr im ^ 

: nn nail? s^nn 

“ But the soul that doeth ought presumptuously, whether he 
be horn in the land, or a stranger, the same reproacheth the 
Lord, and that soul shall be cut off from among his people. 
Because he hath despised the Lord, and hath broken his 
commandment, that soul shall utterly be cut off ; his iniquity 
shall be upon him.” (Numb. xv. 30, 31.) There is here no 
promise that his merits shall be .weighed against his offenees. 
One presumptuous sin will outweigh all his supposed merits, and 
for that one he shall die in his iniquity. The doctrine of the 
prophets is just the same : — 

: man K'n nstsinn E^n 

“ The soul that sinneth it shall die.” 

rnasnnn bnn bin rroni vpisa p'-rs mirai 
ntnn ntrw vnpis bn 'm nwv' ntznn ntnn ntrw 
Mnn -ton insnnni bra ntw ibnta nnnTn sb 

: nin' cn 

“But when the righteous tumeth away from this righteous- 
ness, and eommitteth iniquity, and doeth according to all the 
abominations that the wicked man doeth, shall he live ? All 
his righteousness that he hath done shall not be mentioned: 
in his trespass that he hath trespassed, and in his sin that he 
hath sinned, in them shall he die.” (Ezek. xviii. 20 — 25.) 
When one reads this passage, it appears as if God had dictated 
it on purpose to contradict the doctrine of the oral law. There 
is here no mention of weighing merits against sins, and no 
promise that some few extraordinary merits may outweigh 
many sins. On the contrary, it is distinctly stated, that when 
the righteous man tumeth aw r ay from his righteousness, “ All 
his righteousness that he hath done shall not be mentioned.” 
If this be true, the doctrine of the oral law is necessarily and 
totally false. But some one may object that there is a similar 
declaration made respecting the wicked : — 

ns naan *ic?s vnsan baa man o yanm 


258 


NEW YEAR CONTINUED. 


'To' sb rrrr n'n rip-in asmn nt»jn vripn bs 
ic?s inpiaa ib ror mb ntpr -itss vst»o Sa 

: n'n'' ntrs 

“ But if the wicked man will turn from all his sins that he 
hath committed, and keep all my statutes, and do that which 
is lawful and right, he shall surely live, he shall not die. All 
his transgressions that he hath committed, they shall not be 
mentioned to him, in his righteousness that he hath done he 
shall live.” But this verse is as strongly against the doctrine 
of the oral law as the others already cited. In the first place, 
it does not say, that he whose sins exceed his merits is wicked, 
but that he who commits sin is wicked. In the second place, 
it does not say that, by causing his merits to exceed his sins, he 
can become righteous, but by turning away, “ from all his 
sins that he hath committed,” and by keeping “all my 
statutes.” It confirms the doctrine laid down already from the 
law of Moses, that to be righteous in the sight of God, a man 
must commit jtfo sin, and keep all God’s commandments. It 
therefore directly contradicts the oral law, and overturns the 
doctrine that some merits may outweigh many sins. 

If more proof be needful, we have it in the case of Moses 
himself. Very few, if any, even of the most devoted friends of 
the oral law, can imagine that he has so many merits as Moses 
his master ; and yet the merits of Moses did not outweigh one 
apparently trifling transgression. Because of one sin, he was 
sentenced to die with the disobedient generation in the 
wilderness, and not permitted to enter into the land of Israel. 
If Moses’ merits, then, could do nothing for him, how vain 
must be the hope of others, who think that, by abounding in 
almsgiving and good works for ten days, they can turn the 
scale of God’s righteous judgment ? Neither the law nor the 
prophets know of any intermediate class between the righteous 
and the wicked. They specify only the two classes, the 
righteous and the wicked. Those who fulfil all God’s com- 
mandments belong to the one, and those who transgress any of 
God’s commandments belong to the other. Let every man, 
then, examine his own heart and life, and it will not require 
much time nor trouble to ascertain to which class he belongs. A 
very little reflection will convince him that he has been, and 
is, a transgressor of God’s commandments ; that he has no 
merits and no righteousness ; and therefore belongs to that 
class of whom Moses says, that they are accursed. Such a 
conclusion may appear dreadful, and so it ought to be; but the 
grand question is, Is it true? Let every man ask himself, 

“ Have I kept, or do I keep, all God’s commandments?” If 
he can say, Yes : then, according to the law of Moses, he is 
righteous, and has the promise of life. But if he must say, 
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No : then he is unrighteous, and the curse of God is hanging 
over him, ready to descend and destroy him : — 

rvwsb ns:n minn pot ns cp -1 sb -itr?s ins 

: ps nvn bo ns: si cms 

“ Cursed he he that confirmeth not all the words of this law 
to do them. And all the people shall say, Amen.” (Dent, 
xxvii. 26.) Moses holds out no hope, except to those who yield 
a perfect and universal obedience. 

But some one will reply, if this be true, then no man can be 
accounted righteous, on account of his deeds : — 

ssbi ana hep' ia?s Y“>n 2 P'is *=-rs '3 

: sen' 

“For there is not a just man upon earth, that doeth good, 
and sinneth not.” (Eccles. vii. 20.) And this is the truth, no 
man can be justified because of his good works. We must 
renounce all our pride, and appear at the bar of God as miser- 
able sinners, looking only for mercy, and not for payment. 
We must come to the same conclusion as Job did— 

ns rbs cv tons p-nr n»i p p pist cps 
: F)bs n» nns 13:5' sb pp mb 

“ I know it is so of a truth : but how should man be just 
with God? If he will contend with him, he cannot answer 
him one of a thousand.” (Job ix. 2, 3.) Job had no idea that 
his merits exceeded his sins, but knew well that if God entered 
into judgment with him, he could not answer respecting even 
the thousandth part of his transgressions. David, the man 
after God’s own heart, had the same conviction, and had there- 
fore, no wish that his merits should be weighed with his sins. 
His prayer was — 

-pasb pis' Kb p ns aa®na sun bs 

: 'n bs 

“ Enter not into judgment with thy servant : for in thv sight 
shall no man living be justified.” (Ps. exliii. 2.) And when 
Daniel prayed, he did not venture to prefer his petitions on 
the score of merits, or to expect an answer as the reward 
of righteousness, but cast himself simply on the mercy of God : 

-push la'aiann c'b'sn iotds la'mp-p bs sb p 

: dot -p»m b v p 

“ For we do not present our supplications before thee for our 
righteousnesses, but for thy great mercies.” (Dan. ix.18.) How, 
then, can the modern Jews hope to stand at the tribunal of 
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a heart-searching God, and not only escape condemnation, 
but obtain a reward because their merits exceed their sins? 
Are they more pure than Job, more holy than David, more 
righteous than Daniel ? or were those three most holy men 
mistaken, or ignorant of the way of salvation ? Certain it is 
that there must be some mistake somewhere. Either the 
rabbies were right, and then Job, David, and Daniel were 
mistaken, or these three men were right, and then the rabbies 
are fearfully and awfully mistaken. If the law requires perfect 
obedience, and denounces a curse against all disobedience, then 
the former were right in deprecating God’s judgment, and 
casting themselves upon his mercy. But if the law requires 
only that a man’s merits should exceed his sins, and says that 
all deficiencies can be made up by almsgiving and good works 
in the ten days between the New Year and the Day of Atone- 
ment, then they were wrong. Job was utterly mistaken when 
he said, “ How should man be just with God ?” for the rabbies 
say, Only be careful for the first ten days of the year, and you 
will be just and sealed unto life. David was utterly mistaken 
when he said, “ In thy sight shall no man living be justified ; ” 
for the rabbies say that a man’s merits may exceed his sins, and 
that such an one is just before God. Daniel was mistaken in 
not offering his prayers on the score of righteousness, but 
on the plea of mercy. But still, notwithstanding the certainty 
with which the rabbies speak, we would rather trust our own 
salvation to the word of Moses, of Ezekiel, of Job, David, and 
Daniel, than to that of the rabbies. We would rather kneel as 
supplicants, than claim the reward of our deeds with the 
rabbies. 

But we cannot pass this subject without observing here also 
how the religion of the rabbies exhibits itself at every turn as 
a religion for the rich and the learned, rather than for the poor 
and laborious class of mankind. It teaches that almsgiving 
and good works, at a certain season of the year, will turn the 
wicked into righteous men, and transform the sinner into 
the saint. So the rich sinner puts his hand into his pocket, 
and lavishes his gold to the poor and needy, and buys what is 
wanting to make up his deficit of merit. The learned man sets 
to work at his books ; for the oral law says : — 

nbiptp N'hd ]bia rrnsan ban mna -jb ps 
bn tan min tiabn «bs > mm iiabn Tiaa 
-p'sb nwv'Q ->Tb m'na -nabnn® ]bia rvnsnn 
: mpa ban ntaaab mip nabnn 

“ Amongst all the commandments, there is not one that 
is equivalent to the study of the law. Whereas the study 
of the law is equivalent to all the commandments : for study 
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leads to practice. Therefore, study always goes before good 
deeds.” (Hilchoth Talmud Torah.) The one with his money, 
therefore, and the other with his books, can effect a balance in 
his favour ; but what is to become of the poor labouring classes, 
* who have no money to buy righteousness, and no time for study, 
which is equivalent to all the other commandments ? For 
them to turn the balance is impossible — they have not the 
means ; and therefore, according to the oral law, they stand 
but a poor chance when the final account comes to be made 
up. This of itself would prove that the doctrine of the oral 
law cannot be true. God is a righteous judge, and he accepts 
no man’s money and no man’s learning. He takes no bribes, 
and will not wrest the judgment of the poor. The true mode, 
therefore, of appearing just before God, is some other than 
that pointed out by the oral law, and one according to which 
the poor sinner will stand on equal terms with his rich 
brother. 

There is, however, another point to which we wish to direct 
attention. The oral law says, if a man’s merits exceed his sins, 
he is just and sealed unto life ; but if his sins exceed his merits, 
then he is sealed unto death : what then are we to think of all 
who die in each succeeding year ? It is plain that they have 
not been sealed unto life, for then they could not have 
died. Then the^ w T ere sealed unto death ; then w T e must 
conclude that their sins exceed their merits ; and as all die, 
then we must conclude, further, that all die in their sins — that 
their sins are more than their merits ; and so, after all, this 
rabbinical doctrine comes to nothing. It tells a man that by 
having his merits greater than his sins, he is righteous, and 
will be sealed unto life; and yet, after all his almsgiving 
and good works, he dies like other men, and it turns out 
that he is not a just man, nor even one of the intermediate 
class, but one of the wdeked. How can any rational man 
put his faith in such a system, which promises a great deal, 
but does not keep its promise ? Above all, how can he trust 
his soul’s everlasting welfare upon a promise which each 
successive year proves to be false ? Many an one has passed 
into eternity already before the New Year, and of all such the 
oral law says they have died in their sins. Many more may pass 
into eternity between the New Year and the Day of Atone- 
ment. If the oral law be true, all such belong to the decidedly 
wicked who did not deserve the ten days’ grace. Their 
friends and relations must, therefore, stamp their memory 
with the brand of the impenitently wicked, or if they entertain "a 
hope that such persons have not died in their sins, they must 
declare of the oral law that it is false. If they woulcl have 
a promise that will not and cannot deceive, let them take 
up the law and the prophets. The reader of this paper is still 
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alive, but who can tell how soon his ton must come, and 
come it will, and that soon in every case. What consolation, 
then, will he have on his dying "bed ? Will he begin to 
balance his account of merit and sin? Alas! there is no 
use in that. If the oral law be true, it was balanced on the 
last Day of Atonement, and the sins were found to outweigh 
the merits, as his approaching death testifies. Where then 
will he flee for refuge or for consolation ? In the agony 
mid feebleness of a death-bed hour there is no time for doing 
good works, and poverty may cut off the rabbinic hope of 
purchasing salvation. In the oral law there is no hope. Can 
he find it, then, in the law of Moses? That law requires 
perfect and universal obedience, and pronounces the sinner 
accursed. As an accursed sinner, then, he must stand at the 
bar of God, unless there be some other way and some other 
hope. When J acob was on his death-bed he had another hope. 
He could say — 

: 'n \-np “fnritr , 'b 

“ I have waited for thy salvation, 0 Lord.” (Gen. xlix. 18.) 

Oh ! let the reader seek this salvation in time, that when 
his last hour comes, he may be as calm, as happy, and as 
full of hope as his pious forefather. He died in a foreign land, 
but he died happy, trusting not in his own righteousness, 
but in the salvation of God. He had learned by experience 
that man cannot deliver himself from mere temporal trouble, 
but that even there God is his only refuge and his hope, and 
still more so in the hour of death and the day of judgment. 
But he had learned also to believe in bsiNl the 

Angel who had redeemed him from all evil, and was per- 
suaded that He would not forsake him in the great transition 
from time to eternity. He had not put off the consideration of 
salvation to the last. He could say, “I have waited for thy 
salvation, O Lord,” and therefore when the awful moment 
arrived, he could in perfect tranquillity gather his children ) 
about him, and tell them of Shiloh who was to come, and j 
of the salvation which he had expected. 
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All who believe in Divine Revelation look forward to a 
great day, when the secrets of all hearts shall be revealed, and 
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a righteous sentence pronounced upon all the sons of men. 
The most important thing in the world, then, for us to know is, 
the way of acceptance with God, at that solemn hour. And if 
men are bound as rational beings to examine the grounds of 
their opinions and belief on other subjects, they must be 
considered as altogether devoid of reason, wdio do not tho- 
roughly examine and weigh the doctrines which have been 
taught them with regard to justification at the bar of God. 
A mistake on other subjects may be endured, but a mistake 
here is fatal and irreparable. What will be the horror of 
those who find that they have through their own want of 
consideration been trusting in a delusive hope, and have 
rejected, wilfully rejected, that way of acceptance which God 
has appointed. If there be any one point of difference be- 
tween Jew T s and Christians, which requires profound and 
attentive consideration, it is this. We Christians believe that, 
on this all-important point, the oral law is utterly mistaken, 
and that all who trust their salvation to the hope which it 
holds out, will find themselves awfully mistaken if Moses and 
the prophets speak truth. We have endeavoured to show that 
the hope of justification by merits is contrary to the Word 
of God. But we shall now proceed to show that the oral law 
by this doctrine contradicts itself, and that therefore it is most 
unsafe to rest our salvation upon any of its assertions. In 
that law, which teaches that if a man’s merits exceed his 
sins, he is justified, we also find the following parable, in 
tended to explain God’s dealings in the judgment of the 
New Year : — 

sn nb n:m sbi -rbab on nn^nia nmnb boa 
msanD m irbs mpnetan , minab Vnn rrbw 
na ab ib nasi lnsnpb nmen 'bra inc' 
isa' mv mpnata p'n < ta'bta cnb nan ~jb ^n'b 
mpnatan < atan ta'bta snb nan insnpb -van aaa 
■ ban trnb nan rnNipb n'sn an bn isa' nnv 
bs-iD 1 ' ibs ra'ian an < rrnpn nt iban in 
c'bvnn n:sn taNn na n:u?n bn mrnn rbaenta 
D'a' m i cnn'naria tabta nnb nnam jaana 
cam i cn'ta'bja ata canb maai ]aana cnaa-n 
: bnn cnb anriai panna bnn caacn 

“ A parable. There was a certain city, which owed tribute 
to the king, but did not pav it, whereupon he came upon it 
with an army to collect it. \Vhen he came within ten leagues 
of it, the great men of the city went forth to meet him, and 
I said to him, We have nothing wherewith to pay thee, so he 
forgave them one-third. When he approached nearer still, 
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the middle elasses of the city went forth to meet him, and 
he forgave them a second-third. When he approached still 
nearer, all the population of the city went forth to meet him, 
and he forgave them all. The King here is the Holy One, 
blessed be He. The inhabitants of the city are Israel, who 
accumulate sins all the year. On the eve of the New Year, 
the great men fast, and one-third of their sins is remitted to 
them. In the ten days, the intermediate elass fast, and two- 
thirds are remitted. On the Day of Atonement all fast, and 
all is remitted to them.” (Orach Chaiim, 581.) Now this 
representation is quite at variance with the doctrine that those 
are justified whose merits exceed their sins. This parable, in 
the first place, represents all as in debt, and secondly, that they 
have nothing to pay, and thirdly, that the King forgives them 
freely and for nothing. Now this statement is directly con- 
trary to the notion of meiit. If a man has more merits than 
sins, and is on that score accounted just, he cannot be said to 
be in debt, and he needs no remission. But if it be true of 
the great men as well as the middle elass, that they are in 
debt and have nothing wherewith to pay, then it is certain 
that they have no merits, and cannot be considered as just, 
but as sinners. Merit and forgiveness are as essentially op- 
posed as payment and debt. The man who has paid his 
creditor all "his demands can have no debt, and so the man 
who has kept God’s commands so as to have merit, needs not 
forgiveness. But he who has nothing to pay, that is, he who 
has no merits, must either be condemned, or he must have 
a free forgiveness of all ; and this the parable says is the 
ease of Israel. They have nothing to pay, and God forgives 
them all. Merit is therefore altogether out of the question, 
and if this statement be true, then the doctrine of justification 
by merits is false, and therefore the oral law contradicts it- 
self. How then can the Israelite trust his everlasting welfare 
to a system at variance with itself ? 

The prayers for the New Year are equally decisive against 
the doctrine of justification by merits. Out of many passages 
which deny the existence of merit, and asserts the necessity of 
a free forgiveness, we cite the following : — 


i a'cibn vos i3'3sb urs < c^absi maam mbnp 
sb wsa aatr ]n » can nvn p-raanb iba' sbi 
nbsai aarai > lasn nna?sa pna? 'avab bai > idt 
las'* as i wan mnoai nana yaap ' Ha 
i vaasi vsjn navna vnmp , V3sb aTir 'a aba 
'poaa 13'san bbsn - ms-ia ana tawa ~nna 
: ms rrnab i3aa ntrai > msiana 
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“Thousands and ten thousands of congregations, which 
have persecuted us and are vanished, were not able to justify 
• themselves in purity. Lo ! the heavens are not pure in his 
sight, and all the heavenly angels are as beaten flax : how 
then can he that is filthy and abominable be pure ? He 
gnthereth riches by deceit ; and working in secret, he says 
in his heart, Who can bear witness against me before him ? 
Even the beams, rafters, planks, and stones of his house. O 
Thou who art too pure of sight to view evil, sink our sins in 
the deepest recesses, and work the good' sign for us.” (Prayers 
for the New Year, p. 149.) Here is an express acknowledg- 
ment that the congregations of old could not justify themselves 
by merit, an assertion in the words of the Psalm, that all men 
are filthy and abominable, and a prayer, not for payment of 
i deserts, but for forgiveness of sins. If this prayer contain the 
sentiments of truth, and be offered in sincerity, then Israel 
has no merits, and the doctrine, that any man is justified by 
the superabundance of his merits, is a mere fiction. The man 
who will venture to offer this prayer, and yet hope to be saved 
by his good deeds, is a hypocrite, or is not right in his mind. 
Here again, then, the oral law is inconsistent with itself : for 
here it places the hope of salvation not in merit, but in the 
free and undeserved mercy of God. It is the duty of every 
Israelite, therefore, to ascertain which of the two ways is in 
accordance with the declaration of Moses and the prophets. 
It is impossible that they should both be true. The fact 
appears to be, that the authors of the oral law, like all other 
men, loved the honour and glory of personal righteousness, 
and hoped that all those deeds, and fasts, and almsgiving, 
which were so lovely in their own eyes, and gained them so 
much credit amongst men, would also be duly acKnowledged 
at the bar of God’s judgment. At the same time their eon- 
s*cience was continually awakened and terrified by the plain 
declarations of the Word of God, and therefore, to quiet 
their conscience, they were driven even against their wills 
to acknowledge their guilt, and to seek for a quietus. This 
they partly found in the hope of free mercy, but partly in 
inventions of their own. They placed no small dependence 
upon fasting and almsgiving, but their troubled conscience 
was not satisfied with these, and they have therefore fied 
for refuge to observances the most trivial, and hopes the 
most childish. By blowing the horn the whole month of 
Elul, they hope to deceive Satan, so that he may not know 
which is the first day of the new year, and may not be able 
to aeeuse them : — 

baa bibs ma papm rn'tff Vtn lypnn ]ab 
bs-it£r ns -I'ninb na unnn bai n:an r;:a? 
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aa-i^b ’hd'i *tn nswa rprv ds -ncNatp nnwn 

: ]tDti?n 

“ Therefore our wise men of blessed memory have ordained 
that the horn should be blown on the first day of the month 
of Elul every year, and during the whole month, to warn 
Israel to repent, as it is said, ‘ Shall a trumpet be blown in 
the city, and the people not be afraid ? * (Amos iii. 6), and 
also to confuse Satan.” How can any man of understanding 
believe that a law teaching such absurdity is from God P 
We are told in Zechariah and Job, that Satan does accuse 
the people of God : but how can any one, who has been 
taught by the Word of God, imagine that Satan is to be 
deceived by blowing the horn at a wrong time, or that even 
if he did not accuse at all, that God is ignorant of man’s 
sins, or that he will judge unjustly unless he is reminded 
by Satan ? In accusing sinners, Satan gratifies his own 
malignity, but his accusation is not wanted at the bar of 
God to convict man of sin. When men appear there they 
will be seen as they are. All their transgressions will be 
as visible as is now their bodily presence. The eye of God 
win penetrate every secret recess of the soul, and the con- 
science itself will testify and condemn the impenitent. It 
is therefore most absurd and irrational to hope to escape by 
confounding the accuser ; and it is to us serious matter of 
astonishment how such an absurdity could have been tolerated 
for so many centuries, and how a people of such intellect as 
the Jews confessedly are, should remain the disciples of such 
senseless superstition. 

But the rabbies expect not only to confound Satan by 
blowing the horn at the wrong tune, but to obtain God's 
mercy by blowing it at the right time. Thus we are told 
in Vaijikra liabbah — 

'39b rrpim in'isiic ns fbtais bs-w'tp nvtra 
n'nm Dtm sd 32 aunn i'-in scan inis rrapn 
errbu nmsi dot crrbr sbanm nsw bipa rr 
tinira 'na's o'nmb i'in mo nmbi? faim 

: '9'2t27n 

“ At the hour in which Israel take their horns, and sound 
before the Holy One, blessed be He, He rises from the throne 
of judgment and sits on the throne of mercy, as it is written, 

‘ The Lord with the sound of the trumpet’ (Ps. xlvii. 5 ) ; and 
he is filled with mercy towards them, and has pity upon them, 
and changes the attribute of judgment which was against 
them into mercy. When does this happen ? In the seventh 
month.” (Vaijikra Rabbah, sect. 29.) This then is one of 
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the means whereby the rabbies try to quiet a guilty con- 
science. If true, it would no doubt be very convenient for 
a man who has spent the year in iniquity, and who has not 
repented, and does not intend to repent, to get rid of all his 
sins by blowing a horn on the new year, and thus turning 
God’s wrath into mercy. But it is a statement altogether 
opposed to the Word of God, and derogatory to his character 
for mercy and for justice. No mere ceremonial act can atone 
for sin, neither does God need the blowing of a horn to remind 
him of mercy. To suppose, that such a miserable ceremony 
can stop God in his course of justice, and make him reverse 
his determinations, is to deprive him of all the attributes of 
Deity, and to represent him as exceeding in imbecility the 
weakest of all the sons of men that ever occupied the 

e ment-seat. And yet this most absurd and unscriptural 
! is not merely a rabbinic legend, or an allegory, but is 
in the prayers of the synagogue gravely inserted as a devout 
petition : — 

" -pabba tp i m'pnn 'asb spmb rmn 
'nbs v*isn 'nbsi D'atpn 'nbs 'mas 'nbsi 'nbs 
maan bnan bsn aps' 'nbsa pm' 'nbs cmas 
aa'-nnana aa'ampn n'asbnn 'b nbtanta snam 
□'aim c'aan cmn'btaa a'aasaa cmisd a'aasa 
naiaan msosB bnan -jsbnn nsi bstta' ns matb 
-laattn ]'rpm ana,’ nra bsur' ba? jn'nvat s'amb 
)mm'aT a'atcnb naiaan t»ao7n bnan “fsban nsi 
ca'-itcn nsi arn'pna ptan maanbi bsntP' bti? 
a'asbai anas anpas -mtrn ba a'auann B'bnan 
ian»'pn bs omaan pisbnaDi bs'amn ca'bnan 
isban nsi -jitaa kdb 'asb aana'pn ca'baan 
isaana fsban nsi nan-inn ba naiaan bs'Data 
camn'btaa ta'ao’rta cnvnb pntap ba naiaan 
-jnaa kdb 'asbi nansn 'asb lana'pn mbanb 
D'aab anb aaam a'sma bs-ian -jaa ba sbam 
nbam atm moa -paa aa ananm pin n-ntaa 
: naa -pnaa sdb 'asb aana'pn 

The following prayer is said by the person who sounds 
the cornet, before he begins : — “ May it be acceptable in thy 
presence, 0 Lord, my God, and the God of my fathers, the 
God of heaven, and the God of the earth; the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; the great God, mighty 
and tremendous ; to send me the holy and pure angels, who 
are faithful ministers, and faithful in their message ; and who 
N 2 
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are desirous and willing to justify Israel ; and also the great 
angel Patzpatziah, who is appointed to present the merits of 
Israel, when they sound the cornet this day ; and likewise the 
great angel Tashbaeh, wdio is appointed to declare the merits 
of Israel, and confound Satan with their sound of the cornet ; 
and the great princes, w T ho are appointed over the cornet, 
Enkatham and Pastam, and the great angels, Hadarniel and 
Sandalphon, who are appointed over our sounding, who in- 
troduce our sounding before the throne of thy glory ; and also 
the angel Shamshiel, who is appointed over the joyful sound ; 
and the angel Prasta, w ho is appointed to superintend pT'ttfp 
that they may all be expeditious in their errand ; to introduce 
our soundings before the veil, and before the throne of thy 
glory ; and mayest thou be filled with mercy over thy people 
Israel ; and lead us within the temperate line of strict justice ; 
and conduct thyself towards thy children, with the attribute of 
mercy, and suffer our soundings to ascend before the throne of 
thy glory.” (Prayers for the New Year, p. 81.) Here, then, 
we have, in the language of solemn prayer, the very same 
monstrous doctrine, that the sounding of the comet on the new T 
year can change God’s determinations ; and we have it in even 
a more objectionable form, for it is comiected with other most 
unscriptural superstitions. This prayer asserts what is nowhere 
found in Holy Scripture, that there is a certain number of angels 
whose express office it is to superintend the blowing of the 
horn, and to bear the soundings thereof before the throne of 
God, and at the same time to advocate their merits. In the 
first place, this is a pure invention, and a fond superstition. In 
the Word of God, not one w ord is mentioned of anything of 
the kind. We should be sorry to treat any religious tenet of 
any people, but especially of the Jews, writh ridicule, but we 
cannot help asking the good sense of every reader, whether the 
representation here given is not in the highest degree ridi- 
culous ? The angels are to be sent down from heaven. For 
what purpose ? Is it to warn men of the impending wrath of 
God, or to announce the coming redemption of Israel, or to 
execute God’s judgments ? No, but to attend to the blowing 
of a ram’s horn, and to carry up the sounds before the throne 
of God, that they may turn his attribute of judgment into 
that of merey. Is it necessary, then, for the angels to interfere 
in this matter ? cannot God hear the sounding of the cornet, 
unless it be conveyed to him by angels ? or do the movings of 
his compassion depend upon the blowing of a comet ? What 
would Elijah have said to such doctrine as this? When the 
priests of Baal only cried aloud, he mocked them, and said, 
“ Cry aloud, for he is a God ; either he is talking, or he is 
pursuing, or he is on a journey, or peradventure he sleepcth, 
and must be awaked.” (1 Kings xviii. 27.) And yet the 
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priests of Baal were not sounding a eornet, that they might 
rouse their pretended Deity to compassion. If we had not read 
this prayer with our OAvn eyes, we oould scarcely have believed 
that even liabbinism itself could have fallen into sueh manifest 
absurdity. But the subject is far too grave to be treated with 
levity. Upon this absurdity, the rabbies teach Israel to rest 
their hope of salvation. Conscious that the hope of justification 
by merit is fallacious, and yet unwilling to give up what is so 
palatable to the pride of man, they seek about to find something 
that will compensate for the deficiency, and in the eagerness 
of desperation grasp at any thing. The trivial ceremony of 
blowing the eornet was therefore turned into a mystery, and a 
suitable apparatus of angels invented to meet the apprehensions 
of the superstitious and unenlightened, and in some degree to 
take off the apparent irrationality of believing that an act so 
insignificant should effect a change so great in the purposes of 
the Almighty. But whatever was the motive or the origin of 
this fable, there it now stands in the prayers of the synagogue, 
to lead the ignorant away from the true means of justification, 
and the true ideas of God’s justice and God’s judgment. Let 
no man say it is an innocent error. No error is innocent. 
Error in every form is pernicious ; in religion it is deadly. And 
the most mischievous of all religious errors are those which 
confirm men in the idea, that external ceremonies will atone 
for moral delinquencies ; and this is precisely the tendency of 
the fable here noticed. An ignorant and superstitious man, 
and there are many such in every religion, finds in his Prayer- 
book that the blowing of the cornet can change the attribute of 
judgment into the attribute of mercy : he believes it to be true, 
not only because of the book where die finds it, but because 
every man is glad to hear of a way of acceptance, which will 
save the trouble of repentance and thorough change of heart 
and life. He therefore perseveres through the year in the 
practice of those things which his heart condemns, trusting that 
the blowing of the cornet will set all straight, and thus he goes 
on from year to year until death overtakes him hardened and 
impenitent, and he finds too late at the bar of God, that he 
has been in fatal error. Upon whom then will the guilt of 
sueh person’s destruction be charged ? Not only upon those 
who invented the falsehood, but on those also who sanction it, 
who leave it in the Prayer-book, and thus practically teach the 
people superstition. Every Jew who attends the worship of 
the synagogue is responsible in his station and calling, for the 
error and falsehood which its prayers propagate amongst the 
people. But at all events every person who disbelieves this 
story of the angels carrying up the sounding of the eornet, must 
grant that a system teaching sueh a method of salvation is very- 
unsafe ; and that, as it grossly errs in this one article it is 
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suspicious in all. But besides the absurdity of this doctrine, 
we must notice its inconsistency. The Prayer-book states that 
the blowing of the cornet is necessary to the procuring of 
pardon ; it therefore implies that pardon is necessary, and 
therefore that Israel is guilty ; what, then, becomes of merits ? 
If Israel can be justified by merits, the blowing of the cornet is 
superfluous ; for, in that case, all they want is justice. Where 
a man can claim salvation because of "all his good deeds, he need 
not fear the attribute of righteousness, 'pin rfTQ> and does 
not want the attribute of mercy. But the moment that he 
acknowledges his need of forgiveness, he confesses that he has no 
merits. If, therefore, the Prayer-book be right in acknow- 
ledging sin and praying for pardon, the oral law is wrong in 
teaching justification by merits. One contradicts the other, 
and therefore they cannot both be from God ; and the man who 
believes both is guilty of renouncing his reason. But the man 
who trusts his salvation to a system so inconsistent with itself, 
is utterly devoid of wisdom. He is hazarding his eternal 
welfare on the testimony of a witness who contradicts himself ; 
who says at one time, that a man can be saved by his merits, 
and at another time that he has no merits that can stand the 
stfrutiriy of God’s righteous judgment. 


No. XXXV. 

JUSTIFICATION. 

The doctrine of justification by merits is agreeable, and 
seems very reasonable, so long as a man can theorize, that is, so 
long as he is not in earnest. But so soon as the prospect 
of death, or any other similar circumstance, compels him to 
realize the act of Divine judgment upon himself, it loses all its 
beauty and plausibility ; the conscience is unsatisfied by its con- 
solations, and reason pronounces that the hope built on merits 
is insecure. A solemn and earnest review of our past years soon 
convinces, that our good deeds are but few, that our best 
deeds are defiled by mixed motives ; and, above all, that the 
love of God has not been the heart’s dominant principle, and 
that, therefore, some other mode of justification is absolutely 
necessary. The truth of this statement is confirmed by the 
inconsistency of the oral law with itself. The great principle 
of the oral law is, that the observance of any one of its 
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commands, purchases a certain quantity of merit, and that 

( an accumulation of these merits will, at last, constitute a 
sufficiency ; hut when the solemn season of the New Year and 
the Day of Atonement arrives, this sufficiency is found to be 
insufficient, and the alarmed conscience eagerly looks round to 
find something, that may compensate for the deficiency of 
merit. We have already noticed some of the rabbinic in- 
ventions for this purpose, and now proceed to consider another, 
and that is, the merit of their progenitors. One of the main 
props of rabbinic hope is the righteousness of their forefathers, 
as may be seen almost on every page of the Jewish Prayer- 
book, and as is apparent in the following extracts : — 

E2Tt»n VP 1 ’ naan < mpinn -i®h nn ntrp 
n'nssn ]sn < mptr sbi m-nsa nnbto < mpnnnn 
icv ntn npanti? rrnps tab tin icrnn ibbin -itrs 
: ers i'bn'» cnptsn p'tsn 

“ She who was sorrowful when barren, was made to rejoice 
with good tidings when ninety years of age ; she then sent 
forth shoots that failed not. itegard the merit of your an- 
cestors who were born on this day, and the three barren ones, 
who were visited on this day : justify, through their righteous- 
ness, those who hope in thee, O Thou, who art tremendous.” 
(Levi’s Prayer for the New Year, p. 61.) 

And agam — 

» mptffb mnb bn vs'sn > mips cv b'n ns 
i mpin bsn -it»'b am . rrnp'b inn in c'273 
, QCU 7 V' Diban bn swi < Data bon in' nsi'n 
ants 1 aatnnn -ini' inn? ]'n < taat&a nann sb nnt 
nnsn » nsin -vis nnatnon at' < nsn bans bn 
iron 1 nsnon bn vbn nn'b < nnn: linn otpi 
nn'io 1 n:» n'strnb tsnnnb -123 < nsem nn nvnn 
< nstrn two ntn roab nnn < niitmb nvn ni« 
bip 1 ovs D 3 '33 ams - a' nn n'ma isbia 
fCi'-tn sisab a'-inb a'tan , nvnn itan-v amm 
mnbi pnbn cvsits - mpanb nn n'bn noisa? 
in itrs -it»n 1 m'pn na ]ttnn a'man 1 mptnb 

: mp 33 

“The fearful day of visitation is come, its dread goads 
all flesh 5 they present themselves with bended knees ; O may 
their repentance be accounted as a burnt-offering. Thou who 
hast formed them judgest all their thoughts: the rich and 
poor are all weighed in the balance ; remember the merit of 
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him who said, 1 Shall he not do justice ? ’ 0, remember the 

tenor of his prayer in judgment. Ere ought was ereated didst 
thou purpose to ordain him the rock from whence the nation 
was to spring ; he was as the centre, the support of all 
creatures. His wife was on this day endued with youth, to 
cause the branch to put forth at ninety years of age ; she was 
appointed as a sign to those who are likened to the rose, who 
are to pass before thee in judgment on this New Year’s-day. 
Her posterity tremble this day ; when they stand before 
thy terrible throne ; they utter the voice of prayer this day ; 
they assemble to sound the cornet, that they may obtain 
redemption. They depend on her merit to be visited like 
her ; their assemblies cry aloud and hasten to enter into 
thy doors. They depend on the ashes of him who was bound 
as a lamb,* with whom she was visited in the month Tishri.” 
(Ibid., p. 57.) The offering of Isaac is regarded as particularly 
meritorious, and constantly urged as a plea for merit. Thus — 

ravan >33 bs? tosh pm* 1 bts nssn barram 
: pn^ be? imTb crn imps 12b -nan 

“ Attentively view the ashes of Isaac, heaped upon the 
altar ;f and remember this day unto his seed, his being bound 
on the altar.” (Ibid., p. 81.) And again — 

Trr “pen c^rco nnw mn npicn tmiED 
: ‘ins ns ntrrva'i cm n'nomft t invm 

“ They depend on the righteousness of the first patriarch, 
and rest on the merit of the only peculiar Son, and are secure 
in the perfection and rectitude of the father of the nation.” 
(Ibid., p. 105.) 

These passages show plainly that, after all, the rabbies felt 
their own doctrine of justification by merits very unsafe 
ground on which to build their hope of salvation,* and that 
they were glad to flee to merits more adequate, which they 
hoped to find in the righteousness of their ancestors. The 
modern Jews, who still adopt these prayers, profess to en- 1 
tertain the same hope, and we therefore proceed to inquire, 
whether it be built on a better foundation than that which 
they are compelled to relinquish. We think that it is not ; for, 
in the first place, the saints of old, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
though we revere them as pious and holy men, were after all 
only sinful men like ourselves. They did not, and could not, 
save themselves by their own righteousness, and if they did not 
save themselves, it is folly to think that they can save us. 

* Isaac. 

f “Alluding to Isaac’s being bound; and thus considered as if he had been 
offered, and his body burnt to ashes on the altar.” (Levi’s note.) 
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Abraham, though by the grace of God, the father of the faithful, 
was yet in himself so weak in faith, and so distrustful in the 
goodness and mercy of God, as to endeavour to save him- 
self from the Egyptians by means of a deliberate falsehood. 
Sarah had so little faith as to laugh within herself at the 
promise of God, and then to defend herself by a lie. Isaac 
was guilty of similar conduct, and Jacob’s sin in deceiving his 
brother plainly shows, that he also was a poor sinful creature. 
Where then are their superabundant merits, whereby they 
are to justify all their posterity? The Word of God says 
expressly, — 

: i-qd n'nbsb in' sb D's ms' ms sb ns 

“ No man can by any means redeem his brother, nor give to 
God a ransom for him.” (Ps. xlix. 8.) How then are these 
three men to redeem all them posterity ? If they have got 
merits sufficient to compensate for the unrighteousness of their 
children, then they have a ransom ; and then the Word of God, 
which says that no man has a ransom, is not true. But if the 
words of the Psalm be true, — and he is no Jew who thinks 
them false, — then the patriarchs have no superabundant merits, 
and no ransom to offer for their children, and then the hope 
built on their righteousness is deceitful, and those that lean on 
it will find themselves mistaken in the hour of judgment. Nay, 
more, they will find themselves accursed for departing from 
the Lord. He that trusts in the righteousness of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, to deliver him from the wrath to come, is 
evidently trusting in man, and making flesh his arm. If the 
merits of the patriarchs can save their children from the wrath 
of God, then God is not the Saviour of Israel, but the patri- 
archs are Israel’s redeemers, and poor mortal men are their 
hope and their trust : but the Prophet says, — 

pi isrrr ntm msa nt®* ids -nnn nriN 

: lab no' ti 

“ Cursed be the man that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh 
his arm, and whose heart departeth from the Lord.” (Jer. 
xvii. 5.) So far, then, from being secure by trusting in the 
righteousness of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, this trust increases 
the sinner’s guilt, and draws down upon him a double curse. 
But it has pleased God himself to argue this question at large 
with the Jews, to suppose the case of a righteous father who 
has an unrighteous son, and to declare that the son cannot be 
saved by the righteousness of the father. In the Prophet 
Ezekiel, God says, “ If a man be just, and do that which is 

lawful and right he is just, he shall surely live, saith the 

Lord God. It he beget a son that is a robber, a shedder of 
N 3 
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blood, and that doeth the like to any of these things, and that 
doeth not any of those duties, hut even hath eaten upon the 
mountains, and defile th his neighbour’s wife, bath oppressed the 
poor and needy, hath spoiled by -violence, hath not restored the 
pledge, and hath lifted up his eyes to the idols, hath com- 
mitted abomination, hath given forth upon usury, and hath 
taken increase : shall he than live ? he shall not live : he hath 
done all these abominations : he shall surely die ; his blood 
shall be upon him.” (Ezek. xviii. 5 — 13.) Here God sets the 
matter at rest, and decides that the righteousness of a father 
is of no use to an unrighteous son, and cannot deliver him from 
the punishment due to his evil deeds. The doctrine, then, of 
justification by the merits of ancestors, is directly opposed to 
the plain declaration of God himself, and, therefore, in this case 
also the Jewish prayers and the oral law teach error, and 
seduce the Jews to their everlasting destruction, by teaching 
them to trust in that which can do them no good. It is an 
awful and melancholy spectacle to see God’s ancient people 
thus misled. At this season of the year, the devout amongst 
them endeavour to turn to God, fast and pray, and yet neither 
the one nor the other is accepted, because they put their trust 
in the merits of men, and their heart is turned away from God 
their Saviour. The prayers of the synagogue, instead of 
drawing down a blessing, only help to accumulate wrath, by 
seducing them from the Redeemer of Israel to refuges of lies. 

And hence it happens that all the fasts and the prayers of 
Israel for these seventeen centuries have been disregarded by 
God, and that Israel still continues in captivity. But as every 
lie and every error is built upon some truth as its foundation, 
it will be well to inquire what truth it was that gave rise to 
ihis error of justification by the merits of ancestors? The prin- 
ciple is that the guilty may he saved hy the merits of another 
person , who is righteous: how, then, did this principle become 
current among the Jews ? It was certainly not the invention of 
human reason, for reason can discover no necessary connexion 
between the merits of one righteous man and the pardon of 
another who is guilty. The principle does not hold in the ordi- 
nary judicial proceedings of this world: a robber or a murderer is 
not and cannot be pardoned because another member of the com- 
munity, or of his family, is a good and righteous man. We must 
therefore look elsewhere for the origin of the principle, and we 
find it in the revealed will of God. We see it in the appoint- 
ment of sacrifice and atonement, according to which a guilty 
man was pardoned by the suffering of an innocent animal. 
Here is at once the principle of substitution of the innocent for < 
the guilty ; and human reason, when it once has the substratum, 
can easily proceed to erect the superstructure. In the present 
oase it naturally argued, if the death of one of the brute 
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creation could effect so much, liow mueh more would the merits 
of a righteous man avail, if such an one could he found ? The 
error, then, is not in the principle, but in its application. 
According to the Scripture, it is true that the innocent may be 
substituted for the guilty ; but the rabbies were wrong in 
applying this truth to the case of Abraham, Isaae, Jacob, and 
other men, who were only sinners as themselves. The Word 
of God, whieh gave the principle, also directs us to the right 
application. It tells us of one for whose righteousness’ sake 
the Lord will forgive sin : — 

: wi mm Via' lpis pab yen n 

“ The Lord is well pleased for his righteousness’ sake ; he 
will magnify the law and make it honourable.” (Isa. xlii. 21.) 
Who, then, is this person ? The preceding verses tell us that 
it is the servant of the Lord. Who, then, is the servant of the 
Lord ? Kimehi says, on this verse, that the servant of the 
Lord is the prophet ; but this cannot possibly be true, for the 
prophet was not righteous, but a sinner, as he himself tells us 
in the sixth chapter — “ I am a man of unclean lips.” The 
servant mentioned in the nineteenth verse is the same person 
as he who is called “ My servant,” in the first verse of the 
chapter — “ Behold my servant, whom I uphold, mine elect, in 
whom my soul delighteth : I have put my spirit upon him : he 
shall bring forth judgment to the Gentiles.” But here Kimehi 
says,— 

: •oarfB® ICO rmnn iba sin nt 

“This is the King Messiah, as we have interpreted.” If 
then, in the first verse, “ The servant of the Lord ” means the 
Messiah, it must mean the same through the chapter, and the 
Messiah is the person for whose righteousness’ sake the Lord 
is well pleased. 

This same prophet tells us again, concerning this servant, — 

: bino" 1 sin orroiui a'lnh nai? pn^ pnm msn:: 

“By his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many ; 
for he shall bear their iniquities.” (Isa. liii. 11.) That the 
Messiah is here intended no Jew can doubt, who uses the 
Synagogue Prayers ; for on the Day of Atonement and at the 
Passover, this chapter is applied to him.* Here, then, it is 
expressly stated, that the Messiah, by his righteousness, shall 
justify the guilty. And, therefore, the prophet calls the 
Messiah mrp “Tiie Lord our Kigiiteousness.” 

(Jer. xxiii. 6.) That the Messiah is here intended there can 

• See the Machsor for the Day of Atonement, in . and * or 

the Passover, in nn rm • 
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bo no doubt, for he is described as “ the righteous branch ” of 
David, and thus all the commentators explain it. In these 
three passages, then, of the Word of God, sinners are pointed 
to the Messiah as their hope and their righteousness. He is 
God’s righteous servant, and his sufferings and his merits are 
all-sufficient to do that which Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
cannot do. The great mistake of the oral law is to point to 
wrong persons, who have no righteousness, and almost totally 
to pass by Him whom God hath set forth as the hope of 
sinners. But it may here be asked, if Messiah be man, how 
can he have merits more than Abraham, or any other of the 
children of Adam ? The answer is, that though very man, he 
is not a sinful man as we are, neither is he a mere man. If he 
were a man like us, he could have no merits, and therefore 
could not justify us any more than we could justify him. The 
declaration, therefore, that he is the Lord’s righteous servant, 
and that he is appointed for the justification of sinners, 
necessarily implies that he is more than a man, and the title 
given him by the Prophet Jeremiah puts this beyond doubt. 
Jeremiah calls him by the incommunicable name of God n*)iT> 
concerning which God himself says : — 

: ins «b nnsb 'tosi 'lac? sin mm rw 

“ I am the Lord : that is my name, and my glory will I not 

g ’ve to another.” (Isa. xlii. 8.) If then nVP be the name of 
od, then that Being who is called by that holy name must be 
God.- Some of the modern rabbies reply, that this holy name 
is also given to the city of Jerusalem, both by Jeremiah and 
Ezekiel. But even if we admit this, still this is no answer to 
our argument. There is no fear that a city which, however 
great or noble, is only a mass of stones and mortar, should be 
mistaken for the living God, the Creator of the Universe. 
When, therefore, the name of God is attributed to the city, 
God’s honour is not given to it. But when we are told of the 
Messiah, first that he is righteous, secondly that his righteous- 
ness is so great as to justify the guilty, and lastly that his 
name is mrp, “ The Lord our Righteousness that is when 
we see that the attributes and the name of God are attributed 
to him, then we must conclude either that he is God, or that 
God has done what he has declared that he would not do, and 
given his honour to another. Righteousness is the attribute of 
God alone, and so Daniel says : — 

: ntn evo D'SEn ntnn labi npnsn n “jb 

“ O Lord, righteousness belongeth unto thee, but unto us 
confusion of faces, as at this day.” (Dan. ix. 7.) But, in the 
above passages, righteousness is said to belong to the Messiah, 
and that in such an immeasurable degree as to be sufficient to 
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justify the guilty sons of men ; if then he have this attribute of 
God, he must also have the nature of God. Again, another 
prophet says, that of God men will say that they have righte- 
ousness in him : — 

: mi mpm mss 'b m fs 

“ Surely shall one say, in the Lord have I righteousness and 
strength.” (Isa. xlv. 24.) And again : — 

: bN-ns' sht ba ibbnm ip-p-T 1 rn 

“ In the Lord shall all the seed of Israel be justified, and 
shall glory.” Here it is said that God is our righteousness, 
and that in Him we shall be justified ; but in the passages 
quoted above, it is said that the Messiah is our Righteousness, 
and that in Him we shall be justified; the person then intended 
in these different passages must be one and identical. Thus 
the difficulties are all removed, and we have one in whose 
righteousness we may safely trust, without making ourselves 
liable to the curse denounced against those who put their trust 
in sinful men. This is the Christian’s hope. Many Jews 
think, and speak, and argue too, as if Christians had departed 
from the living God and put their trust in a man ; but that of 
which they accuse us, they have done themselves. We have 
not departed from the livmg God. Our hope and trust and 
confidence is in nirp> The Lord our Righteousness. 

You have departed from the Lord, for in your prayers you say 
that your hope and trust is in the merits of sinful men. Our 
confidence is based upon the Word of God, and your hope is 
taught you by the rabbics, who are fallible men. Your doc- 
trine is the doctrine of men, and your hope is in the merits of 
men. You have, therefore, doubly departed from God, both 
from his word and his righteousness. Our desire is that you 
would return to Him, not to us, — to his w T ord, and not to ours. 
You have no merits more than we have. Your forefathers 
have no more than either of us, and the blowing of a ram’s 
horn is but a poor foundation on which to build our hope of 
salvation ; and yet these are the tilings on which your rabbies 
have taught you to depend. Examine your prayers, and 
compare them with the Word of God, and you will find, that 
as long as the Jewish nation continues to offer such petitions, 
their cry cannot be heard ; and that if they wish for salvation, 
they must forsake their arm of flesh, and return to Him who 
was the hope of their fathers. 

It was not by his own merits, nor the merits of his fore- 
fathers, nor by any ceremonial observance, that Abraham was 
justified, but by faith in the Lord, rnrVS as it is written : — 

: npr^ ib rmrm tq 
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“ And he believed in the Lord, and it was counted to him 
for righteousness.” (Gen. xv. 6.) David the King did not 
expect to be forgiven and justified on account of Abraham’s or 
his other ancestors’ merits ; neither did he say, Blessed is the 
man who puts his trust in the righteousness of the patriarchs, 
but — 

att?rr sb ms ■ntps < nston ''•uro •ntps 

: rr>»-i inra psi ps ib rt 

“ Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is 
covered. Blessed is the man unto whom the Lord imputeth 
not iniquity, and in whose spirit there is no guile.” (Ps. xxxii. 
1.) Every one, then, who desires to have this blessing, must 
renounce all pretensions to merit, and acknowledge himself 
a sinner needing forgiveness ; and for this forgiveness he must 
look not to anything that man has done, or can do, but to the 
mercy of God in passing by transgression and sin. And 
therefore the Prophet Habakkuk lays it down as a general 
rule — 


: rrrr 'ira’iEsn p'Hin 

“ The just shall live by his faith.” (Habak. ii. 4.) This is 
the Scriptural mode oi justification, and this the hope of 
Abraham, David, and Habakkuk. Will the Jews, then, cast 
in their lot with their father Abraham, and trust to that way 
of justification in which he walked ? or will they refuse to be 
justified as he was, and still persist in following the inventions 
of men, which are not even consistent with themselves ? If 
the oral law pointed out one way of justification, and then con- 
sistently adhered to it, there would at least be an appearance of 
reason m following its directions. But it points out two ways 
as opposite as east and west. It says a man may be justified 
by his own merits, and then it tells rum he is to be justified by 
the merits of another. Both cannot possibly be true. It is the 
duty, then, of every man earnestly to inquire which is the true 
way of Salvation, and to decide, whether he is to be saved 
by his own merits, or the merits of his forefathers, or the 
merits of “ The Lord our Righteousness.” 
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The law and the prophets both abound with plain declara- 
tions entirely subversive of the rabbinic doctrine of human 
merit. But it has pleased God, besides these plain and 
repeated declarations, to ordain a public and solemn act to 
instruct even the most ignorant, and to convince the most 
obstinate, that by human merit there is no salvation. He 
commanded that, once every year, an atonement should he 
made by the high-priest, for himself, and for all the people 
of every class and degree. 

rotan nsi 121a bos nsi ampn 2?ipa ns -1221 

: 222' bnpn D2 b2 bsi Damn b2i 222' 

“ And he shall make an atonement for the holy sanctuary, 
and he shall make an atonement for the tabernacle of the con- 
gregation, and for the altar; and he shall make an atonement 
for the priests and for all the people of the congregation.” 
(Levit. xvi. 33.) Now this ordinance implies, that all Israel, 
the high-priest, the priests, and the people, are all sinners, all 
need an atonement; and, therefore, utterly annihilates all idea of 
justification by merits. If Israel could have been justified 
either by their own merits, or by the merits of their forefathers, 
the solemn act of annual atonement would have been super- 
fluous. But if this atonement be necessary, — and if it were 
not, why did God appoint it — then there is no room for 
the assertion of human merits. But the truth is, as we have 
already seen, that the rabhies felt that their doctrine was 
insufficient to quiet the awakened conscience, and gladly fled 
to any refuge that they could discover ; it is no wonder then 
that they have clung with uncommon tenacity to the shadow 
of that hope that was held c wt in the law of Moses. In spite 
of their doctrine of merit, they are glad to have even the appear- 
ance of a day of atonement to reconcile them to the Almighty. 
It is true they have no high-priest and no sacrifice, yet so 
convinced are they of the need of an atonement, that rather 
than confess that they have absolutely none, they teach that 
repentance and the day itself will atone for all sin : — 

rnia lab fsi n"p aopan no run )ara 
b>2 ms20 rmtorn < naion sbs n-122 

0121270 012721 va' bo 227-1 ibos nnosn bo 
*iasa» 1 12271a 121 2212? ib joota nanrwa 
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mn DV3 '3 nESitP D'3t2?b 1233 nfnssn cv b® 

: C3 , 'b3; idd' 

“At this time, when there is no temple, and we have no 
altar, theie is no atonement but repentance. Repentance 
atones for all transgressions, yea, though a man he wicked all 
his days, and repent at last, none of his wickedness is men- 
tioned to him, for it is said, ‘As for the wickedness of the 
wicked, he shall not fall thereby, in the day that he turneth 
from his wickedness.’ (Ezek. xxxiii. 12.) The Day of Atone- 
ment itself also atones for them that repent, for it is said, ‘ For 
on that day he shall make an atonement for you.’ Lev. xvi. 
30.” (Hilchoth T’shuvah, c. i. 2.) This is the last refuge of 
Jewish hope, and we, therefore, propose to consider, whether 
it is a refuge on which a reasonable man may hazard his hope 
of salvation ? No man of sense would hazard his life or his 
property upon a statement, of yhich one part contradicted the 
other ; and such is the statement which we have just read. It 
first tells us, that in this present time “ There is no atonement 
but repentance,” and that “ Repentance atones for all trans- 
gressions and yet, immediately after, it adds, that “The Day 
of Atonement itself atones for them that repent.” Now the 
latter assertion contradicts the former. If the Day of Atone- 
ment, as is here asserted, be necessary to atone for the penitent, 
then it is not true, that repentance atones for all sins. But if 
repentance atones for all sins, then when a man repents, his sins 
are forgiven, and then the Day of Atonement is not necessary. 
There is here, therefore, a palpable contradiction, and it cannot 
be safe to trust to a hope at variance with itself. But, secondly, 
as the two parts of which this statement is composed, contradict 
each other, so each of them is contrary to the law of Moses. 
The first of them is, that “ Repentance atones for all tansgres- 
sions ; ” but if so, then the atonement prescribed by Moses is 
useless, in fact, it is no atonement at all. Moses says, that the 
two goats were appointed by God for the atonement, but here 
it is said, that repentance is, in itself, sufficient. If this be true, 
if repentance can now atone for sins, without any sacrifice, why 
did Moses appoint such an useless, and even cruel rite, as the 
taking away tho lives of poor innocent animals? If repentance 
be sufficient now, it was sufficient always, and then it follows, 
that God commanded what was useless. But if the appoint- 
ment, the slaying of one goat, and the sending the other, laden 
with the sins of the people, into the wilderness, was necessary 
formerly to procure forgiveness of sins, it must be equally 
necessary now r : unless the rabbies will take upon them to 
assert, that God is an arbitrary and changeable master, who, to 
forgive sins, at one time, requires w hat at another time he does 
not require. That the slaying of one goat, and the sending 
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away of the other was once absolutely necessary, no man can 
deny. Moses prescribes it so plainly, that if there be one thing 
more plain than another, it is this, that when the Jews were in 
their own land, repentance was not a sufficient atonement for 
sins. Indeed, Kambam himself says : — 

mim® nvrny ho by nsya nbn®»n -vy® 
nma nay® pa pita nay® pa mmanm mbpn 
-vy®a nsana ban V? ynm sb® pa ib y-nn® pa 
n®y Kb ns bas nai®n n®y® sim nbn®an 
: mbpn by sbs ib naaa my®n ps naurn 

“ The goat that was sent away atoned for all the trans- 
gressions mentioned in the law, whether light or grave. 
Whether a man transgressed presumptuously or ignorantly, 
consciously or inconsciously, all was atoned for by the goat 
that was sent away, if a man repented. But if a man did 
not repent, then the goat atoned only for the light offences.” 
(Hilchoth T’shuvah, ibid.) We do not agree with the whole 
of this doctrine, but we cite it to show, that formerly re- 
pentance was not a sufficient atonement for sins, hut that 
besides repentance, the goat, as appointed by God, was also 
necessary. And we infer, that as an atonement, besides 
repentance, was once necessary, it is necessary still, unless 
the rabbies will affirm that God has changed nis mind, and 
abrogated the law of Moses. If repentance without any 
atonement he now sufficient to procure forgiveness of sins, 
then, beyond all doubt, the law of Moses is abrogated or 
changed. If the law of Moses he not abrogated and not 
changed, then repentance alone cannot atone for sins ; and, 
therefore, this assertion of the oral law is false. 

But the oral law endeavours to prove its assertion, by a 
citation frem Ezekiel, “ As for the wickedness of the wicked, 
he shall not fall thereby in the day that he tumeth from his 
wickedness.” And it might be further urged, that Ezekiel 
here mentions repentance only, and omits all notice of sacrifice 
and the Day of Atonement. But the answer is easy. Either 
Ezekiel meant, in this declaration, to repeal the law of Moses, 
or he did not. If he meant to repeal the law of Moses, then 
the law is repealed, and a new way of obtaining forgive- 
ness, not taught by Moses, has been introduced, and then 
the whole Jewish nation is, on their own showing, palpably 
in the wrong in adhering to that which is repealed. But 
if he did not mean to repeal the law of Moses, then he made 
this assertion with that implied restriction which the law of 
Moses required ; that is, he implied the necessity of sacrifice : 
and then this passage does not prove what tho oral law as- 
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serts. But in every case, this first assertion is contrary to 
the law of Moses. 

It is, however, evident, that the rabbies themselves were 
dissatisfied with their own assertion, for they immediately add 
to it a second, “ That the Day of Atonement itself atones for 
them that repent, as it is said, 1 For on that day he shall make 
an atonement for you.’ ” Notwithstanding the confidence of 
their assertion about repentance, they did not feci easy without 
some appearance of an atonement, and as they had no priest 
and no victim, they say, that the day itself atones, and 
endeavour to prove this assertion by a citation from Moses. 
But, unfortunately, this citation entirely overthrows their 
assertion. Moses does not say : — 

: cD'br -im' nm nvn 

“ This day will atone for you,” but he says : — 

: nrrbs ntn ova 

“On that day he (the priest) shall atone for you.” Moses 
ascribes no virtue whatever, to the day itself, but only to the 
rites on that day to be observed, and the person by whom 
they were performed. Moses prescribes, first, a high-priest,* 
secondly, a goat, whose blood was brought into the Holy of 
holies ; and thirdly, a goat to be sent away : so that where 
these three are wanting, nay, where any one of the three is 
wanting, the conditions prescribed by Moses are not fulfilled, 
and there is, therefore, no atonement. Without these three 
things the day itself has no virtue, and is nothing different 
from the commonest day in the year; and now, therefore, 
as they are all wanting, Israel has no atonement. The 
assertion about the day itself, is a mere invention of the 
rabbies, the only value of which is to show how deeply they 
felt the insufficiency of repentance, and the necessity of a real 
atonement, in order to procure remission of sins. 

But the rabbies always betray themselves by adding some- 
thing to make up for the deficiency, of which they are sen- 
sible. We have seen this in their assertion about merits, 
and so we find it here in their assertion about atonement. 
They assert, that “ The Day of Atonement itself atones for the 
penitent,” but in spite or this, they have felt the need of 
something more, which would a little better resemble real 
sacrificial atonement ; and hence has arisen the custom of 
sacrificing a cock on the eve of that solemn day. The following 
account of this custom is given in the rrobtt? nbnp> of which 
we have before us an edition published at Breslau, so late as 
the year 1830 ; and it is selected, partly on account of its recent 
publication, and partly because the directions how to act are 
given in Jewish- German, which shows that they are intended 
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even for the most illiterate, and that the custom is not confined 
to a few speculators, but is general amongst the people : — 

: rvnM tod 

13MD) |bM , ll>5bM I b DIPDD JP)M PDP HDD PP 21V |b 
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“ Order of the Atonements. — On the eve of the Day of 
Atonement, the custom is to make atonements. A cock is 
taken for a man, and a hen for a woman ; and for a pregnant 
woman a hen and also a cock, on account of the child. The 
father of the family first makes the atonement for himself, for 
the high-priest first atoned for himself, then for his family, and 
afterwards for all Israel.” The order is as follows : 

He takes the cock in his hand and says these verses : 

“ The children of men that sit in darkness and the shadow 
of death, being bound in affliction and iron ; he brought them 
out of darkness and the shadow of death, and brake their 
bands in sunder. Fools, because of their transgression, and 
because of their iniquities, are afflicted. Their soul abhorreth 
all manner of meat; and they draw near unto the gates of 
death. Then they cry unto the Lord in their trouble ; and he 
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saveth them out of their distresses. He sendeth his word, and 
healeth them, and delivereth them from their destructions. 0, 
that men would praise the Lord for his goodness, and for his 
wonderful works, to the children of men ? (Psalm cvii.) If 
there be for him an angel, an intercessor, one among a thou- 
sand, to show unto man his uprightness, then he is gracious 
unto him, and saith, Deliver him from going down to the 
pit ; I have found a ransom.” (Job xxxiii. 23.) 

Whilst moving the atonement round his head, he sags, 

“This is my substitute. This is my commutation. This 
cock goeth to death, but may I be gathered and enter into a 
long and happy life, and into peace.” 

He then begins again at the words, " The children of men,” 
and so he does three times. 

Then follow the various alterations that are to be made, 
when the atonement is made for a woman or another person, 
&c^ and is added : — 

“ODD K>1 |1?M m IDDIiW^ DHDDH 310 |1>M Vh 

jm imp p'ii uni) dud |rn n'li , \v\"] Vm 

: |iwi» ni^nu ->m i b 7«) ivi fc'n 

“ As soon as one has performed the order of the atonement, 
he should lay his hands on it, as the hands used to be laid on 
the sacrifices, and immediately after give it to be slaughtered.” 
This custom, extensively prevalent amongst the Jews, proves 
abundantly the internal dissatisfaction of the Jewish mind 
with their own doctrines, and the deeply-rooted conviction of 
their heart, that without shedding of blood there is no remis- 
sion of sin. If they really believed that repentance, or the Day 
of Atonement itself, or almsgiving, or merits, either their own 
or their forefathers’, atoned for sin, they would never have 
devised such a custom as this. But the spirit of the Mosaic 
law has taken too deep a hold on the nation to suffer them to 
rest satisfied with anything short of actual sacrifice ; and as 
they have no high-priest and no altar now, they make a sad 
ana desperate attempt to tranquillize the mind with this in- 
vention. The custom then, proves, that the rabbinical doctrine 
respecting the atoning power of repentance is not believed nor 
heartily received, even by the Rabbinists themselves, how, 
then, can a Jew hazard his salvation on a doctrine which i & 
contrary to the law of Moses, and which its professors do not 
consider satisfactory ? Will he rest upon the self-devised sa- 
crifice of a cock ? God now T here promises pardon to this obser- 
vance ; and how can any man of sense be satisfied without a 
sure promise of the unchanging and unchangeable Creator? 
This trust is as unsatisfactory as any of those that we have 
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already considered. Every one of the rabbinic hopes has 
proved unsafe on examination. Personal merit, the merit of 
ancestors, the blowing of the ram’s horn, repentance, the 
present observance of the Day of Atonement, the sacrifice of a 
cock, all are either directly opposed to, or unwarranted by, the 
Word of* God. How, then, is a J ew to obtain pardon for his 
sins ? The custom w r hich we 1 



sense of the Jewish nation 


declares, that an atoning sacrifice is the only real hope. It 
expresses, in the first place, the heartfelt conviction, that every 
human being is guilty and needs an atonement. It prescribes 
a victim for man, woman, and child, yea, even for the unborn 
babe, thereby teaching that the nature of man is corrupt, and 
that the hereditary guilt, even where there is no actual trans- 
gression, must be washed away by the blood of atonement. 
It expresses, further, the J ewish opinion as to the nature of 
sacrifice, that the sins are laid upon the victim, and that the 
victim is substituted for the guilty. Nothing can be plainer 
than the prescribed formulary, “ This is my substitute. This 
is my commutation. This is my atonement.” It declares, 
further, that he who offers an atonement for another, must 
himself be free from guilt, for it requires the father of the 
family first to atone for himself, and then for those of his 
house. These are the recorded sentiments of the Jewish na- 
tion, expressed not only in words, but embodied in a solemn 
religious observance on the eve of their most sacred season. 
By this act the J ews declare that an atonement by blood is 
absolutely necessary. The law of Moses makes the same de- 
claration, by the appointment of all the rites for the Day of 
Atonement. Is it, then, likely that the God of Israel would 
leave his people without that which their hearts desire, and 
his law declares to be necessary for salvation ? Judaism says, 
Yes. It affirms, by an act repeated every year, that sacrifice 
is necessary, and yet confesses, in its solemn prayers, that they 
have none. It asserts, therefore, that God has left them with- 
out that which is indispensable to procure forgiveness. Chris- 
tianity presents a more merciful view of the Divine character. 
It does, indeed, acknowledge the necessity of atonement, but 
it presents a victim and a high-priest, whose one offering is 
sufficient for the sins of the whole world. It says, that God 
has left neither his own people nor the Gentiles without the 
means of forgiveness, but sent his righteous servant, tlie 
Messiah, to bear our sins in his own body upon the tree. The 
Priest after the order of Melchisedek needed no atonement to 
take away his own sins first, for he had none. Bom in a 
miraculous manner, by the power of God, his humanity irv- 
hcrited nothing of the guilt of Adam, and as the Lord our 
-Righteousness, he could contract no taint of sin. He is, there- 
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fore, every way qualified to make an atonement for us all. 
Our Christian hope, therefore, is not in a cock, the sacrifice of 
which God never commanded, but in that great atonement 
which He appointed. Our faith, our hope, our trust, are all 
built upon God’s promise, and cannot be better expressed than 
in his most holy words : — 

-leva lawoisa t-otis irwsa Mini 

: lab m-nrim vbi; lambti? 

"But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was 
bruised for our iniquities : the chastisement of our peace 
was upon him, and with his stripes we are healed.” 

It cannot, therefore, be said, that we Christians rest our 
hope upon an invention of our own. Our hope rests, not 
upon the dictates of our priests or rabbies, but upon the 
words which God himself spake by the mouth of his pro- 
phet. We can, therefore, confidently appeal to the Jews 
themselves to decide, which of the two hopes is the most 
reasonable. Both agreeing that an atonement, by the 
shedding of blood, is necessary for the remission of sins, 
Rabbinism tells its disciples to trust to a species of sacrifice 
nowhere mentioned in the Word of God. Christianity tells 
us to trust in the sacrifice of that great Redeemer, for whose 
salvation Jacob waited, whose atonement the Mosaic rites 
prefigured, and the Jewish prophets predicted. Their hope 
rests upon the unwarranted words of men ; ours is built 
upon the Word of the living God, and is involuntarily con- 
firmed by the rabbies themselves in the very custom which 
we have just considered. Even the nature of the victim is 
pointed out in the selection of the animal. (gever) 

signifies both “ a man ” and “ a cock,” and thereby signifies, 
that a righteous man must be the sinful man’s substitute : 
and so some of the rabbies say, that this animal, “ a cock,” 
was selected, — 

: man ma rmnn -na reww jvn 

“ Because, as its name signifies 4 a man,’ there is a sub- 
stitution of a man for man.” (Orach Chaiim, 605.) The 
principles exactly agree, but Christianity is directed in their 
application by the Word of God, to Him who is, indeed, 
very man, but also The Lord our Righteousness, rWT 
lapis* 
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FEAST OF TABERNACLES. 

The progress of the year brings with it again that season, 
in which God commanded his people to observe The Feast 
of Tabernacles ; and the constancy with which Israelites 
in every part of the world still observe the rites and cus- 
toms handed down by their forefathers, necessarily com- 
mands respect and admiration. When we remember the 
many centuries during which their dispersion has continued, 
the universal oppression whieh they have been compelled 
to suffer, and the unmerited contempt with which they have 
had to contend, we cannot but honour the strength of moral 
courage which they have displayed, in thus observing and 
handing down to their children a religion, which has been 
the cause of them misfortunes. But this very constancy, and 
the respect which it begets, naturally leads us to inquire 
whether the religious system itself be true, and, therefore, 
worthy of that fidelity with which it has been preserved ; 
and, above all, whether this constancy is such as at the last 
great day to meet the approbation of Him who judgeth not as 
man judgeth. The professors of this system think, of course, 
that it is, and that by observing these, rites and ceremonies, 
they are keeping the commands of God, and thereby ensuring 
his favour ; and with regard to the observance of the Feast 
of Tabernacles in particular, they are taught to believe that 
they alone are so important, as at the day of judgment, to 
prove Israel’s obedience, and the disobedience of the other 
nations. We will first state the doctrines of modern Judaism 
on this subject, and then examine whether they be well 
founded. In the Synagogue Prayers for this feast we find 
it stated, that the construction of a tabernacle according to 
rabbinic prescription, is a work of merit : — 

nmns nbioo < yms by mas yms nmm 

: ran cy matb ns , ymsn 

“ It must be four cubits long, and four cubits broad : but 
if it be less, it is profane ; that it may render the people of 
Israel meritorious.” (P. 116.) And a little lower down, 
after describing the feast in Paradise on the salted Levia- 
than and Behemoth, it adds, that this one precept wall form 
the last trial vouchsafed to the Gentiles, and that their un- 
willingness to keep it will prove the cause of their final 
condemnation : — 

i vi SD3 by atm < fib rmnsrt ba j'Das: 
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i nn'p2i 13b -prm:m -no > I'm unw ptrm 
irbi? / nan law ro smo? i naroa ibs cv mT 3 i 
'b ar* t roinro cnb sro®' ( n:iasn ba 12212? ri 
ni 32 i aaas t rrbs®i mio ®ws < naap man 
na nviaab abba < mbsa ipmn b« , rrbj? bai 
< iDra-' an'baia’i r iambi cribs? nmp nnm i ics?' 
'ba aarraa tubs'i < na’n tc mbs -psu?'' tonp 
: nainaa nainnnn runcc < ncm 

“ All nations will come to be judged in the presence of Him 
who sitteth upon the throne of judgment ; in righteousness 
will he judge us. The nations will then say , Give us the 
order of thy precepts, and we will perform them, that we 
may be equal with those in happiness, O Thou, who art 
great in power, dwelling on high. The Most High, who 
judgeth all in truth, will cause them to hear, and under- 
stand his words, saying, I have one small precept ; its name, 
tabernacle, and its ordinations : four sides, and a shade over 
it : fail ye not to observe it. They then will make the sha- 
dowy booths to abide under, but the sun will shine so hot as 
nearly to burn them, when they will spurn at it with their feet. 
The Holy One will then pour out his wrath upon them, and 
cast them into gehinnom [hell] without mercy, into the 
lowest part with confusion.” (Ibid.) This extraordinary 
account of the day of judgment, and the condemnation of 
the Gentiles, has been adopted from the Talmud, where it is 
given at great length, and all the particulars fully detailed. 
To give the whole would occupy too much of our space ; 
but as parts of it are necessary to the full consideration of 
this subject, we give the following extracts : — 

"iDiHi ipnc min no rrupn n'cc slab rrirb 
1'ecpna rn ma? bitan kiss' na paw 'a bo 
loops c'lan bo -icsac? s'oimoo nbis?n niais psoi 
K'eisns?2 '22b iDson bs n"apn anb nas , nm 
: moioi rtaisi nais bo oson sbs 

“ In the time to come, the Holy One, blessed be He, will 
bring a roll of the law in his bosom, and say, Let every 
one, who has occupied himself herein, come and receive his 
reward. Immediately the nations of the world will gather 
themselves together, and come in promiscuous crowds, as it 
is said, * Let all the nations be gathered together/ (Isaiah 
xliii. 9.) The Holy One, blessed be He, will then say, Come 
not before me promiscuously, but let each nation come by 
itself along with its learned men.” Then follows an account 
of the appearance of each nation, and of the vain attempt# 
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which they make to justify their conduct. After which the 
narrative thus proceeds : — 

72'n mbapts baits' obis bts 13121 v:ab anais 
ns ia"p 27 ana i'2a 'is mpn nnb las ma"p 
as ©' mbs abis bts i3i2i I'isb c'iais ( minn 
nnb las bsia?' '1122 '32 2', 121 132 bi? Trats 
minn ns ia"p2? nia its' v* 1 ^ Q'tsts n*api 
Visi n'a 27 nbi2 bts 13121 vasb n'iais , nbia 
nb'bi nai' wia tab ns lasia? 7,11122 7 ' 23 i 3 
72 712227 1 12S1 I ',1227 tab yiSl n '227 mpin 
1 'tstsn ni' ipia 'n'i 212 'n'i 2',i2i 'sa 27'pb 
ns iasi n' 27 si 2 nataaa n"2pn 13,112? inba 
i'tns isb nsi 2212 'nun ns 7 'bapa bsi2?' 
2 ',i 2 i 'sa n'ptn iasi i 3 "m imai imnb Bans 
nab nsi' as naptsi nsi' ps 7'i ,122271 B' 22 ?a 
nsi' nbnna tabs nsi' nab nap 27 asi nap 27 
ii'2'i isi2' naa n’apn anb ias < nap 27 rpoabi 
mas sia' , nbis minn ns ia"p 27 bsi 27'2 712 
2 p 2'2 1 ' 2'1 72b S 12 ' t "2 122 sb 27 B 112 S 2 1 ' 2'1 

i'2,n 2i2'ai3 n 27 s taian bni bs itsii sba? 

T2'l 12312123 S12' 11'321 b2 12713 sb27 riDI'ai 
tsi2' nbab nn,i 27 n tab 27 n'iT2i bs2?'a 12212 
fai2' nbani ns ba '2 tab27 bs '312 i'2'i e?i'ii 
in'bsi 'sann ts'bsi ',12231 12121 'mtsi nba 
ns 12"p27 bsi27'2 712 11'2'1 '1121 bs312 72 
1'32b UBS I ipi 2'1 71'12 13,1' 12S327 lbl 2 111,11 

nib ias n ts 23 i 27 sia isb isn nbi 2 ba? '3121 
bas' nats 2122 11227 'a abi 2227 a' 2 i 27 n"api 
122'2 b2S' 73 'ia ,1227 2122 112 sb 27 'a ,12272 
iab na 27 naiai 'b 27 ' nbp 1122 73 2"2S tabs 
227 ii' 1 ias sii ' 3 i mas ,i'2a 'ai , ins 12721 
ani 272 b ai'i ai'i “712a '33S 127 s 2', i3i 'sa 'ib 73 
biB'b ai'i sbi a, 11272 b ai'i Bni 272 b inab sbi 
'SBS1 l'H'12 B2 S'31123 S2 n"2pi 7'S27 sbs 1227 
a'3 71121 n'a n'bi ma’a nbp 112a i'b 'ip 
133 27 si 2 naia nai2i “[bin bail ns ba i'a 
ns bai nan naipna nan ai'bs i'ipa napm 
t '131 S2V1 1,13132 222a 11S1 

“ The Gentiles will then say before him, O Lord of the 
world, the Israelites received the law, hut how did they keep 
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it ? The Holy One, blessed be He, will reply, I bear them 
witness that they have kept the law. The Gentiles will say, 

0 Lord of the world, is it fair that a Father should be "a 
witness for his children ? For it is written, ‘ Israel is my son, 
even my first-born.’ (Exod. iv. 22.) The Holy One, blessed 
be He, will then say to them, Let the heaven and the earth 
bear witness to them, that they have kept the whole law. The 
Gentiles will answer, O Lord of the world, the heavens and 
the earth are interested witnesses, for it is said, ‘ If my cove- 
nant be not with day and night, and if I have not appointed 
the ordinances of heaven and the earth.’ (Jer. xxxiii. 25.) 
It. Simon Ben Lakish says, What is the meaning of the words 
‘ And it was evening and it was morning, the sixth day ? ’ 
They show us that the Holy and Blessed One, made a condi- 
tion with the creation, and said, If Israel will receive my law, 
all is well ; but if not, then I will turn you back into chaos. 
Hezekiah also teaches this same truth, saying, What is the 
meaning of the words, ‘ Thou didst cause judgment to be heard 
from heaven ; the earth feared, and was still ? ’ (Ps. lxxvi. 9, 
Eng. 8.) If it feared, how could it be still ; and if it was still, 
how could it fear? The answer is, at first it feared [that 
Israel would not receive the law, and it should be turned into 
chaos] ; but afterwards it was still. God will then say to the 
Gentiles, Then let some of yourselves come, and bear witness 
to Israel that they have kept the whole law. Nimrod shall 
then come forth and testify of Abraham that he did not 
commit idolatry. Laban shall come forth and testify of Jacob 
that he was not suspected of dishonesty. Potiphar’s wife shall 
come forth and testify of Joseph that he was not suspected 
of the transgression. Nebuchadnezzar shall come forth and 
testify of Hannaniah, Mishael, and Azariah, that they would 
not worship the image. Darius shall come and testify of 
Daniel that he did not neglect prayer. Bildad the Shuhite, 
and Zophar the Naamathite, and Eliphaz the Temanite, and 
Elihu the son of Beracheel, shall come forth and testify of 
Israel that they have kept the whole law, as it is said, ‘ Let 
them bring forth their witnesses, that they may be justified.’ 
(Isaiah xliii. 9.) The Gentiles will then say, O Lord of the 
world, give us the law from the beginning, and we will do it. 
To this the Holy One will reply, 0 fools, he that works on the 
eve of the Sabbath shall eat on the Sabbath. He that will not 
work on the Sabbath eve, from whence should he eat on the 
the Sabbath? Nevertheless, I have one easy commandment, 
Tabernacle is its name, go, therefore, and do it. But how is it 
possible to affirm that God will do this, when It. Joshua, the 
son of Levi, says, "What is the meaning of the words, ‘ Which 

1 command thee tlii * * 41 the meaning is, they 


are to be observed 



world], and not to- 
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morrow [ i.e ., in the world to come].* To-day they are to be 
observed ; but the reward is not to be received to-day. The 
answer is, that God does not deal with his creatures in a ty- 
rannical manner. But why is this called an easy command- 
ment ? Because it is not attended with any pecuniary loss. 
Immediately every one of the Gentiles will hasten away, and 
make a tabernacle on the roof of his house. But the Holy 
One, blessed he He, will cause the sun to pierce them with an 
extraordinary heat at that season, and then every one of them 
will kick down his tabernacle and go forth,” &c. (Avodah 
Zarah, fol. 2, 3.) Such is the doctrine of the Talmud, adopted, 
and therefore sealed with the most solemn sanction, by the 
public worship of the synagogue. In the first place it is 
perfectly false ; it has not even the merit of plausibility. It is 
only astonishing how an imagination so absurd should ever 
have found its way into the prayers of Israel ; and stranger 
still that the Jews of England should suffer such a foul blot 
still to remain on their public services. It certainly represents 
Judaism in the most unfavourable point of view, as a religion 
of the grossest and most inconsistent superstition ; and proves, 
beyond all controversy, first, that the synagogue receives, as of 
divine authority, even the fables of the Talmud ; and, secondly, 
that the authors of the oral law, who could either invent or 
believe so absurd a statement, cannot be depended upon as 
faithful transmitters of the religion of the prophets. 

Further, it totally misrepresents the character of God. It 
describes Him, first, as bearing witness to the obedience of 
Israel, whilst in His Word he bears constant testimony to their 
disobedience. Here he is represented also as calling upon 
heaven and earth to attest their innocence and righteousness, 
whilst in His Word he calls upon them to be the witnesses of 
their rebellion. “ Hear, O heavens ; and give ear, O earth ; for 
the Lord hath spoken : I have nourished and brought up chil- 
dren, and they have rebelled against me.” (Isaiah i. 2.) And 
again, “ Be astonished, 0 ye heavens, at this, and be horribly 
afraid, be ye very desolate, saith the Lord. For my people 
have committed two evils ; they have forsaken me, the fountain 
of living waters, and hewed them out cisterns, broken cisterns, 
that can hold no water.” (Jer. ii. 12.) These passages of the 
word of God are directly opposed to the above statement of the 
oral law. But further, it misrepresents the Divine Being as 
an unmerciful and unjust judge, who pretends to give the 
guilty Gentiles another and easy trial by giving them the 
commandment respecting the tabernacles, and then employs 
his omnipotence so to plague them with the heat of the sun, as 
to render it impossible for them to yield obedience. Such a 

: Nirr c’nsb crmrrb Vo* -vrob nVi * mn dVim cnwvb D'vr * 
o 2 
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representation is altogether unworthy of the Judge of all the 
earth, who will deal justly by the Gentiles as well as the 
Jews. 

But besides misrepresenting the divine character, it misleads 
the unlearned and superstitious to believe that, at the day of 
judgment, God will not render to every man according to his 
deeds, but will pass by their sins and their impenitence, if 
only they be Israelites. It therefore begets a false confidence, 
and is eminently calculated to lull men asleep in their sins. 
The man who believes this fable of the Gentiles bearing wit- 
ness to the righteousness of Abraham, Joseph, Daniel, &c., and 
thinks that this is sufficient for his acquittal at the bar of judg- 
ment, can have no motive for personal repentance or righ- 
teousness. Neither does this fable tend to produce good will 
and respect towards his Gentile fellow-sinners. Few men will 
elevate themselves above their notions of the Deity. When, 
then, the Rabbinists see that, according to the oral law, God 
treats the Gentiles with injustice and cruelty, is it natural to 
suppose that he will treat them differently ? This and similar 
passages well merit the serious consideration of all influential 
Israelites. It is imperative upon all such to determine, whether 
such passages of their prayers and their law are of divine 
authority or not ; and if they are convinced of their falsehood, 
to use their unceasing exertions to expunge them from their 
religious system. As long as they exist, and are publicly read 
in the synagogue, men can only come to one conclusion, and 
that is, that the characteristics of the Rabbinical religion are 
superstition and uncharitableness. Nothing but a public protest 
against the error, and an erasure from the prayer-book, will 
satisfy the mind, or wipe away the reproach from Israel. The 
private professions of individuals can be of no avail in this 
matter. Men will go to the authorized books, especially to the 
prayer-book of every class of religionist, in order to judge of 
his principles ; and no one will believe that any man can be so 
careless or so presumptuous as to address the Divine Being in 
the language of acknowledged falsehood. But above all, let 
every Jew compare this account of the day of judgment with 
that contained in our Christian books. Judaism teaches that 
at that great day God will appear as a partial and cruel judge. 
Christianity gives us the following account of the same 
period : — “ When the Son of man shall come in his glory 
and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon 
the throne of his glory; and before him shall be gathered 
all nations and he shall separate them one from another, 
as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats: and he 
shall set the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the 
left. Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, 
Come, ye blessed of my father, inherit the kingdom prepared for 
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you from the foundation of the world : for I was an hungred, 
and ye gave me meat: I was thirsty, and ye gave me drink: I 
was a stranger, and ye took me in : naked, and ye clothed me : I 
was sick, and ye visited me : I was in prison, and ye came unto 
me. Then shall the righteous answer and say, Lord, when saw 
we thee an hungred, and fed thee ? or thirsty, and gave thee 
drink ? when saw we thee a stranger, and took thee in ? or 
naked, and clothed thee ? or when saw we thee sick, and in 
prison, and came unto thee ? And the King shall answer and 
say unto them, Verily I say unto you, Inasmuch as ye have 
done it unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye have 
done it unto me. Then shall he say also unto them on the left 
hand, Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared 
for the devil and his angels : for I was an hungred, and ye gave 
me no meat: I was thirsty, and ye gave me no drink: I was 
a stranger, and ye took me not in : naked, and ye clothed me 
not : sick, and in prison, and ye visited me not. Then shall 
they also answer him, saying, Lord, when saw we thee an 
hungred, or athirst, or a stranger, or naked, or sick, or in 
prison, and did not minister unto thee ? Then shall he answer 
them, saying, Verily I say unto you, Inasmuch as ye did it not 
to one of the least of these, ye did it not to me. And these shall 
go away into everlasting punishment : Lut the righteous into 

■ life eternal.” (Matt. xxv. 31 — 46.) Such is the view which 
Christianity sets before us of the day of judgment, and the 
principles according to which that judgment shall be conducted. 
You will observe that the whole account is essentially different 
from that given by the Talmud. In the first place it represents 
God as a just Judge, altogether overlooking nationality; taking 
no notice of the temporary distinctions of Jew and Gentile : 
but fixing his eyes on the eternal features of moral character, 
and according to these fixing the eternal destinies of each 
individual. In the second place it tends to promote good will 
and charity between man and man, for it represents charity or 
the want of charity as the main points of inquiry, and the 
distinctions according to which the eternal portion of each is 
assigned. We ask, then, every impartial and candid Jew to 
tell us, which of these two accounts are most worthy of the 
great God whom we worship ? We Christians believe that the 
synagogue-worshippers are in error, and they again think us in 
error ; but we have now before us the doctrines of the two 
systems on the most important point in all theology — the 
principle of final judgment ; by their respective statements, 
then, on this subject let each system be judged. Judaism says, 
that one class of men is to be saved by the partiality of the 
Judge, and the other class condemned simply because they are 
Gentiles. Christianity says, that all men shall be tried impar- 
tially by one rule, and that neither prepossession nor prejudice, 
C 3 
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but justice alone, shall influence the decision. Which, then, 
Judaism or Christianity, is most agreeable to the character of 
Him of whom the Psalmist says, “ He cometh to judge the 
earth : with righteousness shall he judge the world, and the 
nations with equity ? ” 

We are sure that the good sense of the Jewish nation must 
decide, that the impartial justice of the New Testament-repre- 
sentation is most in accordance with the spirit of the law and 
the prophets. Nay, we believe that every devout and thinking 
Israelite will feel that the Talmudic picture of God’s judgment 
misrepresents the God of Israel as much as any graven image 
ever deified by heathen idolaters. To suppose that God would 
make a mock overture of mercy, or offer a mock trial to any of 
his creatures, is to strip him of the attributes of Deity, and 
to exhibit a blind and senseless bigot as the object of Israel’s 
worship. A statement so abhorrent even from human reason, 
and so inconsistent with the Word of God, proves that its 
authors were not moved by the Spirit, and that the religion of 
which it forms a part cannot be divine. But here, as in many 
cases which we have already pointed out, the New Testament 
avoids the error of the Talmud, and teaches the doctrine 
conformable to the law, and in accordance with right reason. 
Let the advocates of the oral law explain the fact. 

But this Talmudic representation of the day of judgment is 
not only opposed to reason and Scripture, but also seems to 
contradict other statements of the oral law. Here the Gentiles 
appear to be marked out for destruction ; wdiereas, we are told 
elsewhere, that the pious of the nations of the world are to have 
a part in the world to come : and that obedience to the seven 
commandments of the sons of Noah, is all that is required from 
a Gentile. If this be true, what need is there of giving them 
the command to keep the Feast of Tabernacles ? But, above 
all, if they are to be cast down into the lowest hell, as the 
Prayer-book says, how can they have a part of the blessings of 
the world to come ? It is at the very least, the duty of those 
who advocate the oral law, to explain this matter to us Gentiles. 
We cannot persuade ourselves that a religion, which makes so 
little provision for the eternal welfare of the great bulk of the 
human race, can possibly proceed from Him who is the God 
of the spirits of all flesh, the Creator and Preserver of all man- 
kind. Living daily by his bounty, and receiving all we have 
at his most gracious hands w T e believe that if he makes such 
provision for our bodies, He has made still more for our im- 
mortal spirits ; and therefore, amongst other reasons, we be- 
lieve in Christianity ; for if it be not true, there is no spiritual 
provision for the Gentiles, and God has left the majority of his 
rational creatures without any proof of his paternal affection. 
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To the fool, who hath said in his heart, There is no God it 
is a matter of little consequence, whether the religion of his 
forefathers afford a reasonable ground of hope or not. He may 
therefore consistently neglect all inquiry into the nature and 
evidences of that religion in which he happened to be born. 
He does not believe in it, whatever it may be, and such an 
inquiry could have no interest for him. Not so with the Jew 
or the Christian, who honestly believes, as he has been taught, 
that there is, in another world, an abode of bliss, and another 
of woe. His earnest desire must be to know how he may attain 
to the one and eseape the other ; and if his religion does not 
afford him a hope, a reasonable, well-grounded hope of salvation, 
it is not worth the having. We say a reasonable hope, for as it 
has pleased God to endow us with reason and understanding, 
and to give us his Word to guide our reason, no other hope 
can or ought to satisfy us. In examining, then, the modern 
Jewish religion, one great test of its value is, whether it affords 
a hope on which a reasonable man can rely, and upon which he 
can hazard his eternal welfare. We think not, and we have 
already given some reasons for this opinion. The inconsistency 
and contradictory nature of the rabbinic doetrines respecting 
justification and atonement appear to us so glaring as to destroy 
all confidence in the hope which they propose : and the custom , 
which prevails at this and other festivals , of praying for the 
dead , proves , beyond a doubt , that the rabbinic hope is a 
mere delusion. Amongst the prayers of the Feast of Taber- 
naeles, we find the following declaration and prayer : — 

rmas macn TOTnb bsnar nisisna cams 
nrtsb i' nana earn ca'ban tabtraa -nsa cava 
~u 'aibs ’nm sas natra irnbs -nar < rmtsen 
nan npta *nia 'as® -naaa aabaab -[bntr aibi 
naao na D"nn Trisa mns ipsa snn nt naan 
-isd can nsba bm npan mu? apan pns' cmas 
: ids nasai pa pair nvapin c'p'ts 
: 'laa 'as naaaa D'nbs mar 

“ It is eustomary among the dispersions of Israel, to make 
mention of the souls of their departed parents, &c., on the day 
of atonement, and the ultimate days of the three festivals ; and 
to offer prayers for the repose of their souls. 

“ May God remember the soul of my honoured father, A. Ik 
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who is gone to his repose ; for that I now solemnly vow charity 
for his sake ; in reward of this, may his soul be bound up in 
the bundle of life, with the souls of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; 
Sarah, Kebekah, Kachel, and Leah, with the rest of the righ- 
teous males and females that are in Paradise; and let us say, 
Amen.” 

“ May God remember the soul of my honoured mother,” &c. 
(Prayer for the Feast of Tabernacles, p. 156.) Now this custom 
and "this prayer show that the Jews themselves do not believe 
in their own doctrines, nor put any trust in the hopes held out 
by the oral law ; for if they did, they would never observe this 
custom nor offer this prayer. If they believed that their de- 
parted parents were already safe — that their merits, or the 
merits of their ancestors, or the Day of Atonement, &c., had 
procured for them pardon and eternal life, why should they 
offer alms, and pray that God would accept the alms as a ransom 
for the deceased ? The fact of making such a vow and offering 
such a prayer proves, that the Kabbinical Jew has no ground 
for believing in the salvation of even his own father and mother; 
that on the contrary his belief is, that they have not been bound 
up in the bundle of life, and that they are not in paradise with 
Abraham and the other saints ; but that they are in some other 
place, whence he hopes, by his prayer and his almsgiving, to 
ransom them. Here, then, we see that the rabbinical hope is 
a mere delusion. After all his fasting and ceremonial obser- 
vances, he has no hope after death of going to the mansions of 
the blessed. His sad prospect is, that when he goes hence, he 
must go to the place of punishment, and there abide mi til the 
prayers and almsgiving of his children purchase his liberation. 
According, then, to this doctrine, every Jew and Jewess dies 
without pardon, for if they were pardoned, they would not go 
to the place of punishment, and if they did not go to the place 
of punishment, there would be no necessity to offer alms in 
order to deliver their souls. So then, after all the pretensions 
and promises of the rabbies, they here fairly confess that all the 
hopes which they have held out are a mere lie and a delusion ; 
that none of their observances can deliver the soul, and that 
even after the dread hour of death, the survivors have still to 
undertake the work of saving the deceased. 

This inference follows inevitably from the custom and the 
prayer which we have just considered ; but it does not rest 
solely on these. The oral law furnishes other adequate proof, 
that the Jewish survivors of a departed parent do not believe 
that he is safe, and that therefore a dying Jew can have no hope 
of his own salvation ; for it requires the surviving son to repeat 
a certain prayer for his departed parent, and that for many 
months, in order to procure his release, as we read in the t Torch 
Deah : — 
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m Kina cast as So tnp icib I 3 ia 7a by 
n'212 bbcnnbi K'aaa I'oanb tan: pi 1 ttnin 
1 canob moaon 71112? 7011 sii2? naa? 'soioa 
last t'as mtc n'aia unpat bbano 7012701 

: caioo 

“Therefore the custom is for twelve months to repeat the 
prayer called Kaddish, and also to read the lesson in the pro- 
phets, and to pray the evening-prayer at the going out of the 
Sabbath, for that is the hour when the souls return to hell ; 
but when the son prays and sanctifies in public, he redeems his 
father and his mother from hell.” (376.) Now every child 
who observes this custom, makes a public confession, that his 
deceased parent is not enjoying the bliss of paradise, but 
suffering the torments of hell. This is but a poor hope for a 
child respecting his parent, the very utmost limit of which is, 
that he is not one of the notoriously wicked, and that he may 
perhaps, by his prayers, get him out of the place of torment. 
But if he believes in the oral law, he must be convinced that 
his father or mother, with all their exertions, and notwith- 
standing the meiits of them forefathers, and the benefits of the 
Day of Atonement, died in sin, sunk into perdition, and that 
he must now undertake thc'work of their salvation. The dying 
Jew, therefore, has no hope when he dies of being admitted to 
a state of happiness ; he cannot die with the peace of one who 
knows that his sins are forgiven, but must look forward with 
horror to at least eleven dreary months of punishment in the 
abodes of the damned. The doctrine of the Talmud is, that 
those who die in communion with the synagogue, or who have 
never been Jews, are punished for twelve months, but that 
Jewish heretics and apostates are doomed to eternal punishment. 

7212a bbiyi maw '227121 7213a bsia?' '2212 
insb amn 122 nos? n a 7'an'ai aai'ab 71-11' 
mn reia?: 7102721 nba 721a 2?*ni 102 ro'227 
ca. iioui iosaa? co'pioi 'bai moo nnn 711120 
7'3'on bos ca'bai 1120 nnn ics vi' 'a n'22?i 
i"ina nooDi mina 11202? 7'oiip'Esn 7101011 
V~ko nl'nn lanatm noo ono lemon c'noi 
7a coai' 7132 cam ik ik'oiii 1K01271 to"i 
:mn mb na 7'2iT3i cai'ab 7111' nom oaa 

“ Israelites w ho sin with their body, and also Gentiles, descend 
into hell, and are judged there for twelve months. After the 
twelve months their body is consumed and their soul is burnt, 
and the wind scatters them under the soles of the feet of the 
righteous, as it is said, 4 Ye shall tread dow n the wucked, for 
o 3 
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they shall be ashes under the soles of your feet.’ (Mai. iv. 3.) 
But heretics, and informers, and Epicureans, who have denied 
the law or the resurrection of the dead, or who have separated 
from the customs of the congregation, or who have caused their 
fear in the land of the living, w r ho havt 



to sin, as Jeroboam, the son of Nebat, 


and are judged for ever.” (Rosh Hashanah, fol. 17. 1.) Accord- 
ing to this, the dying Israelite ought to expect twelve months 
of torment, and his surviving son ought to repeat the prescribed 
prayer for twelve months; but the rabbies have commanded 
that the prayer should b.e repeated only for eleven months, to 
intimate that the deceased was not so wdeked as to be obliged 
to remain all the time of torment : — 


n'tinn n"' pi nbcm t»'ip nnais arm 
ran tszwn '3 o'rttn cam cna« 


: E?*nn a" 1 ' 


“ The custom is, not to say Kaddish more than eleven 
months, so as not to cast a reproach on the character of the 
deceased father and mother as if they were wicked, for twelve 
months are the term appointed for the wdeked.” (Joreh Deah, 
376.) From this it is clear that a dying Jew’s expectation 
must be to endure the torments of hell for at least eleven 
months ; and when he is dead, his son confesses, in the most 
public manner, and the appointed prayers of the synagogue 
confess, of every departed Jew, that he died in sin, and w T as 
not worthy to enter into the bliss of paradise; and express, 
moreover, their conviction that his portion is actually with the 
damned. Thus it is evident that Judaism holds out no hope of 
the forgiveness of sins, and that all its prescribed observances 
are of no avail in the hour of need. A Jew’s sad contemplation 
on his death is, then, that he is going down to hell, and his 
hope of liberation is based upon the prayers of his son, or upon 
the fact of his being an Israelite. But is this a reasonable 
ground of hope? No hope of salvation can be reasonable 
which is not built upon a plain promise of God. Our reason 
can tell us nothing about either heaven or hell ; and therefore 
no speculations of our own can satisfy us respecting either one 
or the other. The only satisfactory testimony can come from 
God’s revealed will ; but in the whole volume of the Old 
Testament, there is not one promise declaring that an Israelite 
shall be delivered from hell after twelve months’ punishment, 
or that the son’s public prayers in the synagogue shall deliver 
the father. This is all the mere invention of the rabbies, with- 
out the least warrant from the Word of God. It is, therefore, 
not a hope on w r hich any reasonable man can rest in peace. 
The sum of the whole matter is, that every J ew expects to go 


PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD. 


299 


to hell, and that he has no promise of God to assure him that 
he shall be redeemed thence. Judaism is not, therefore, a 
religion which affords a rational hope of salvation. In assert- 
ing that every Israelite must go down to hell, it teaches that sin 
is not forgiven by God, but must be atoned for by the personal 
suffering of the offender ; and that happiness cannot be enjoyed 
until personal satisfaction has been yielded by twelve months’ 
torments. Now if this principle were true, there could be no 
salvation at all. Sin, as being an offence against an infinite 
Being, is infinite in magnitude, and therefore, requires infinite 
punishment. The justice of God is also infinite, and requires 
an infinite satisfaction ; so that if this satisfaction is to be 
rendered by the personal suffering of the offender, that suffer- 
ing must be infinite, that is, it must endure for ever and ever, 
and thus salvation is altogether out of the question. The Jew- 
ish hope is, therefore, unwarranted by Scripture, and contrary 
to reason, and, we may add, inconsistent with itself. In the 
custom and doctrine which we have just considered, a dying 
Jew is taught to hope that he shall be delivered from that 
place of torment, whither he is going, either on account of his 
son’s prayers, or on account of his Jewish origin. But on his 
death-bed he is taught to believe that his death will be an 
atonement for his sins, for in his dying confession, these words 
are put into his mouth : — 

mas wn'» snn , mob vrnpa nv nmp csi 
wstantp ■'ytso bobi 'morn? bobi \mstsn bob 
: witt cvo vwt&ean rmycn 

“ But if the time of my visitation to death be near, 0 let my 
death be an expiation for all my sins, iniquities, and trans- 
gressions, wherein I have sinned, offended, and transgressed 
against thee, from the day of my existence.” These two 
doctrines are plainly contrary the one to the other. If death 
be an atonement for all sins, then, when it is once suffered, all 
these sins are forgiven, and there is no need of further punish- 
ment in hell for twelve months. But if this further punish- 
ment be inflicted, then the death of the individual is not an 
atonement for his sins. The Jew may choose which of these 
hopes he pleases ; but whichever he may assert to be true, the 
other is necessarily false ,* and if one be false, then the oral law 
teaches falsehood, and cannot be depended upon with respect to 
the other. There is, then, in these two statements, a glaring 
inconsistency, which makes them both suspicious iil themselves : 
and the Word of God is as opposed to this last statement, as to 
the former. The Bible represents death as a consequence and 
punishment of Adam’s sin, not as an atonement : and hence it 
is that infants die, who have never committed actual sin, and 
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do not need an atonement on that account. Death is, therefore, 
a punishment, and that which is a punishment can never he 
an atonement. The dying Jew, then, if he he a reasonable 
man, has no hope that can yield him peace and consolation 
in that solemn hour. He prays that his death may atone for 
his sins, and yet believes the very contrary — that he is going 
down to the place of the damned, and that his son will have to 
undertake the work of his redemption. How any thoughtful 
man, especially how any Israelite who has read the Law and 
the Prophets, can be content with such a religion, we cannot 
comprehend. The very essence of religion, the very considera- 
tion that gives it any value, is the comfort which it affords to 
the departing sinner. If it cannot soothe, support, and comfort 
him in the hour of death, it is not worth the having. The 
Christian faith is very different, and, in our opinion, far more 
in accordance with the Old Testament. We believe, in the first 
place, that there is a full and perfect pardon for all sins by the 
atonement of the Messiah, so that the sinner who dies in 
repentance and faith, is delivered from all punishment and 
other consequences of sin, and enters at once into the abodes of 
the blessed, there to await the morning of the resurrection. 
The Old Testament promised that Messiah should bear our 
sins. The New Testament tells us that He has borne them, 
and that therefore we can “ now be justified from all things 
from which we could not be justified by the law of Moses.” 
(Acts xiii. 38, 39.) It tells us that “ God made Him to be sin 
for us, who knew no sin ; that we might be made the righteous- 
ness of God in him” (2 Cor. v. 21) ; and “ that if any man sin, 
we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus, the Messiah, the 
Righteous ; and he is the propitiation for our sins : and not for 
ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world.” (1 John ii. 
1, 2.) We believe, therefore, that Messiah has borne all that 
we ought to have borne, as the prophet says — 

: 12 b K5i3 mnanm vbs iamb® -die 

“ The chastisement of our peace was upon him, and with 
his stripes we are healed,” (Isaiah liii. 5,) and that now 
we are delivered. There is no twelvemonth of torment 
awaiting those whom Messiah has redeemed, neither do we 
trust in our own death as a possible atonement, Our hope 
is firmly fixed, and, therefore, though sinners, we can die 
in peace, resting on the salvation which God himself has 
wrought, in no fear of the torments of the damned, but 
humbly expecting, for the Messiah’s sake, to be admitted 
iii to the mansions of the blessed. Resting on this hope, the 
Christian can say, “ To me to live is Christ, and to die is 
gain.” (Philip, i. 21.) He can look forward from death 
to the glorious consummation, as St. Paul did, who, when 
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the hour of his martyrdom approached, was enabled to say, 
“I am now ready to be offered, and the time of my departure 
is at hand. I have fought a good fight ; I have finished 
my course ; I have kept the faith : henceforth there is laid 
up for me a crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the 
righteous Judge, shall give me at that day ; and not to me 
only, but unto all them also that love his appearing.” The 
Christian expects after death not to spend twelve dreary 
months in hell, “For we know that if our earthly house 
of this tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of 
God, an house not made with hands, eternal in the heavens. 
For in this we groan, earnestly desiring to be clothed upon 
with our house which is from heaven : if so be, that being 
clothed, we shall not be found naked. For we that are in 
this tabernacle do groan, being burdened : not for that we 
would be unclothed, but clothed upon, that mortality might 
be swallowed up of life.” (2 Cor. v. 1 — 4.) Such is the 
hope which Christianity holds out, and it is hardly necessary 
to prove that it is more satisfactory, and more calculated to 
convey peace to the conscience of a dying believer, than the 
dread prospect, of twelve months’ sojourn in the place of 
torment. This in itself proves, that Christianity is greatly 
superior to Judaism, and even affords a presumption that 
Christianity is true. Reason tells us, that if God has given a 
revelation at all, that revelation must contain the way of ob- 
taining pardon for sins, and be able to administer consolation 
to the dying. In this respect Judaism fails. It promises for- 
giveness and justification to a thousand ceremonial observances, 
but in the hour of man’s extremity, it tells him that there is 
no way of pardon, but that he must go down into torment, 
and expiate his sins by actual suffering. This system can- 
not, therefore, be of God. Christianity, on the contrary, has 
the first great essential in religion ; it informs man how he 
can obtain forgiveness, and tells him how to die in peace ; 
and the system of pardon and consolation which it proposes, 
is in exact accordance with the doctrine of Moses and the 
prophets. Moses promises pardon to an atoning sacrifice. 
Isaiah says, that Messiah is to be the true atonement; 
and Christianity rests upon these two principles. The Jew 
himself must admit, that our hope has at least a strong 
appearance of truth, and that we have the letter of the Old 
Testament in our favour. We have, therefore, more reason 
to trust to Christianity, than he lias for resting on Judaism, 
which has not even a semifiance of proof, and is as far 
from the letter as from the spirit of the Old Testament. 
We would earnestly request of every Jew to consider what 
is his hope in death, and what is his prospect after it ? Can 
he be content with that which J udaism offers ? Can lie be 
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happy iii the prospect of twelve months’ torment? Or, can 
the repetition of Kaddish afford him any hope of liberation 
from that place, whither his sins have brought him ? 

He cannot pretend to have any warrant from Scripture. 
Where does Moses tell a Jewish child to say Kaddish for his 
deceased parent, or that the saying of it will deliver the soul 
from the grasp of Divine justice ? And reason does not offer a 
greater measure of consolation. Reason says plainly, either 
that the deceased is guilty or not guilty ; either, therefore, 
justice demands that he should be punished or delivered. In 
the one case the prayer is unavailing, in the other unnecessary. 
Reason says that God either pardons or punishes ; but that 
there is no middle way. Judaism then offers a hope equally 
unwarranted by reason and Scripture, and thus, forsaking a 
poor sinner in the hour of his extremity, is not worthy of 
the profession of any one who uses his reason, or reveres the 
Word of God. 


No. XXXIX, 

ALMSGIVING. 

The object of our late numbers has been to point out 
the inconsistency and precariousness of the various hopes, 
which the oral law holds out to its advocates, and the con- 
sequent inadequacy of a religion which leaves its professors 
without a reasonable hope of eternal happiness. In the 
course of our observations, the subject of almsgiving twice 
presented itself prominently to our notice ; first, as a means 
of compensating for the sins and omissions of the past year ; 
and secondly, as a means of profnoting the repose of departed 
souls ; from which it appears that the oral law considers this 
duty as most important and beneficial both to the living and 
the dead. The object of the present paper shall therefore 
be, to inquire into the rabbinic doctrine of almsgiving, and 
to compare it with the law and the prophets. The duty 
and extent of almsgiving are tl^us defined : — 
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“It is an affirmative precept to give alms to the poor of 
Israel, according as the poor have need, if in the power of 
the giver ; for it is said, ‘ Thou shalt open thine hand wide 
to him ’ (Deut. xv. 8) ; and again, ‘ Thou shalt relieve him ’ 
a proselyte * or a sojourner, that he may live with thee ; ’ 
and again, ‘That thy brother may live with thee/ (Lev. 
xxv. 35, 36.) Whosoever sees a poor man begging, and 
shuts his eyes against him, and does not give him alms, 
transgresses a negative precept : for it is said, ‘ Thou shalt 
not harden thine heart nor shut thine hand from thy poor 
brother/ (Deut. xv. 7.) According as the poor hath need, 
thou art commanded to give. If he has no clothing, he is 
to be clothed ; if he has no furniture, it is to be bought for 
him ; if he has no wife, he is to be helped to marry one ; 
if a woman, she is to be assisted in getting a husband : yea, 
if it had been the poor man’s custom to ride upon a horse, 
and to have a servant running before him — but he is now 
come down in the v r orld, — it is a duty to buy him a horse 
to ride, and a servant to run before him, for it is said, 
* Sufficient for his need, in that which he wanteth * (Deut. 
xv. 8) ; and thou art commanded perfectly to relieve his 
want, but not to make him rich. If an orphan apply for 
assistance in order to marry, it is a duty to hire a house 
for him, and to provide all necessary furniture, and after- 
wards to help him to marry. If a poor man come and ask 
for relief, and the giver has not as much as he wants, he 
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ought to give what his means afford. How much ? He 
that gives a fifth of his property fulfils the commandment 
well. He that gives one part in ten fulfils it in a middling 
manner. He that gives less must be regarded as a person 
with an evil eye.” (Hilchoth Matt’noth Aniim, cvii. 1 — 5.) 
In this definition of the nature and extent of the duty of 
almsgiving, there is much that is good and worthy of our 
admiration, especially in this selfish and money-loving age, 
when poverty is regarded, if not punished, as a crime, 
and the poor are, by many, considered as unworthy of ail 
domestic comfort. Without binding ourselves to the approval 
of all the details here specified, we must acknowledge, that 
the spirit of this passage is agreeable to the idea of true 
charity, and, if universally acted upon, would do more for the 
happiness of mankind than some theories now afloat. But 
though ready to admire and to acknowledge the general 
beauty and excellence of this passage, we must also remark 
that the main feature of charity is, by the rabbinical system, 
excluded. God commands that this help should extend 
beyond the narrow limits of selfishness and nationality, to 
“ the stranger and the sojourner,” but the oral law neutralizes 
the mercifulness of God’s commandment by making the word 
stranger signify a proselyte to Judaism. The original Hebrew 
word nn ( Ger) plainly means a stranger, as may be seen in the 
words of Moses — 

: nnsB on^n ana ^ nan nw anansi 

“ Love ye therefore the stranger ; for ye were strangers in 
the land of Egypt.” (Deut. x. 19.) It is certain that the 
Israelites were not proselytes, but strangers ; this word, Ger , 
therefore, signifies stranger, not proselyte ; and yet the oral 
law says that no one can be a Ger without sacrifice, circumci- 
sion, and baptism, or now, that there is no temple, without the 
two last requisites : — 

nb'atsi nV» "pHS pip rs'tr mn pm 
bnis sVi bntr -a i pip am ttnpan rva nmam 
: bints'i bia'ti? is ia ws ba «bi b-u is 

“ At the present time when there is no sacrifice, circumcision 
and baptism are necessary, and when the temple is rebuilt, he 
must bring a sacrifice. A Ger who is circumcised but not 
baptized, or baptized but not circumcised, is not a Ger, until 
he be both baptized and circumcised. (Hilchoth Issure Biah, 
c. xiii. 5, 6.) This rabbinical definition of what is meant by 
Ger , restricts the exercise of charity within a much narrower 
limit than that prescribed by God, and does, in fact, destroy 
one of the most beautiful features of the Mosaic law, namely, 
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the merciful provision which it makes for the relief of the 
stranger. The law of Moses has the spirit of its divine 
Author. He calls himself “ a jealous God,” and it may well be 
called a jealous law, watching carefully over every departure 
from truth, and punishing it rigorously: and yet, like God 
himself, this just jealousy is tempered with mercy, and beams 
with love. The oral law, on the contrary, is an envious and 
vindictive code, and its zeal degenerates into narrow-hearted 
bigotry. It would not only punish the idolater, but exclude 
every stranger from the pale of charity, unless he be a prose- 
lyte ; and an Israelite too, if he had in any wise dared to 
transgress the rabbinical commands. A remarkable instance 
of this hatred, to those whom it considers apostates, occurs 
in these laws respecting almsgiving. The oral law says, that 
the most meritorious exercise of charity is, the ransoming of 
captives : — 

I'S’i i nmosb'i cto? nnneb enp ctos? )hs 

: D'-atp p'-tss nbrn msa -[b 

“The ransoming of captives goes before the feeding and 
clothing of the poor, and there is no commandment so great 
as this.” (Hilchoth Matt’noth Aniim, c. 8.) And yet if a 
brother Israelite should deviate from the rabbinical commands, 
the oral law makes it unlawful to ransom him, at the same 
time that it enjoins the ransom of a slave if he be a proselyte : 
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“ A slave who is in captivity because he has received the 
baptism of slaves, and taken upon himself the commandments, 
is to be redeemed. But as to a captive who has altered even 
one commandment, if for instance he has eaten forbidden food 
in order to vex, it is forbidden to ransom such an one.” (Ibid.) 
Thus the oral law forbids all compassion even to an Israelite, 
if he is not of the rabbinic religion. The conduct which it 
prescribes towards poor Gentiles, “ for the sake of the ways of 
peace,” 'Om "-TO, we have considered long since ; but 

the prohibition to receive alms of the Gentiles, deserves notice 
here, as it furnishes another proof of the contracted views of 
the rabbics, and the falsehood of the oral law : — 
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“It is unlawful for an Israelite to receive alms from the 
Gentiles openly. But if he cannot live by the alms of Israel, 
and cannot receive * it from the Gentiles privately, then it is 
lawful. If a king or prince of the Gentiles sends money to 
Israel as alms, it is not to be returned, on account of the peace 
of the kingdom. On the contrary, it is to be received, but it is 
to be given to the poor of the Gentiles privately, so that the 
king may not hear of it.” (Ibid.) Here the oral law endea- 
vours to pervert that kindly feeling which should exist 
between all the families of man, and spurns a demonstration 
even of love, because it comes from a man of a different 
religion. At the same time its authors had not the moral 
courage to do this openly and honestly, and if need be, suffer 
for conscience sake. They command that the proffered alms 
should be taken from the king, as if they intended to devote it 
to the object for which he gave it, and then privately to apply 
it to a totally different purpose. This want of good faith shows 
abundantly that the oral law does not come from the God of 
truth. The narrow bigotry of the system thus neutralizes all 
the individual trials of excellence which the oral law contains. 
They appear beautiful only when viewed apart from their con- 
text ; but the moment we view them in relation to the other 
parts of Rabbinism, their beauty is gone. Thus the duty and 
extent of almsgiving, as prescribed by the oral law, at first 
sight appears admirable ; but the narrow spirit of bigotry by 
which it is circumscribed, totally destroys its moral value in 
the sight of God and man. Almsgiving is lovely only when it 
is the offspring of charity. God looks not at the mere outward 
act of giving money, but at the heart, and if there be no love 
there, almsgiving is valueless in his sight. And how can any 
one pretend that there is a grain of true God-like charity in a 
system which turns stranger into proselyte, prohibits to help a 
brother because he is not of our own religious sentiments, and 
refuses even to receive a kindness from one of a different 
religion? Just contrast this with the Christian doctrine, 
“ Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to 
them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use 
you, and persecute you ; that ye may be the children of your 
Father which is in heaven : for he maketh his sun to rise on 
the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and the 
unjust. For if ye love them which love you, what reward 
have ye ? Do not even the publicans the same ? And if ye 
salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others ? Do 
not even the publicans so ? Be ye therefore perfect, even as 
your Father which is in heaven is perfect.” (Matt. v. 44 — 48.) 
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But the oral law not only perverts and falsifies the true 
doctrine concerning charity, but also misleads its followers by 
teaching them to think that almsgiving is a peculiarly meri- 
torious act, and will atone for other transgressions. Thus it is 
said — 

msa bsn mv npis msan -irrcnb as 

a'ns crrns sit p'nsb p'D nptsnc? , 
i rtpis mtssb V32 ns ms’ iE7s pab vriST o 
sbs maa? nas mi piana b>N-it£r> kd 2 ]'si 
j'bs33 bs-ito' |\si i anan npiaa -lasata npiaa 
: npTin matin man aa^aa iva nasati? npiaa sbs 

“ We are bound to be more careful respecting this command- 
ment of alms than about any other of all the affirmative precepts, 
for almsgiving is a characteristic of the righteous seed of our 
father Abraham, as it is said, ‘ I know him that he will command 
his children to do alms.’ (Gen. xviii. 19.) By almsgiving 
alone it is that the throne of Israel is established, and that the 
law of truth standeth, for it is said, ‘ by alms (literally in righ- 
teousness) thou shalt be established.’ (Isaiah liv. 14.) By 
alms alone it is that Israel shall be delivered, for it is said ‘ Zion 
shall be redeemed with judgment, and her converts with alms 
(righteousness).’” (Isaiah 1. 27.) (Ibid. c. x. 1.) According 
to this doctrine, the man who gives alms has the morit of up- 
holding truth in the world and helping to deliver Israel from 
captivity. But the following passage tells us that it will deliver 
from the punishment which he deserves, and which is already 
impending over his head : — 

b'sn nwpn nrran ns nnvt nprjn 

: ms-isb urns© maa 

“ Almsgiving annuls the evil decrees, and in famine it delivers 
from death, as happened to the widow of Sarcpta.” (Joreh 
Deah, 347.) And hence it is that, as we have seen, at the 
approach of the New Year the Kabbinists practise almsgiving 
abundantly, and also, that the survivors offer for the repose of 
the souls of their deceased relations. The tendency of this 
doctrine is obviously pernicious, for it encourages men to persist 
in sin, under the idea that almsgiving will compensate for all 
other deficiencies. The doctrine itself is positively false. Where 
does the law of Moses say that almsgiving can purchase for- 
giveness P Moses requires obedience to all the commandments, 
and he enjoins the practice of charity to the poor, but he 
denounces wrath against all transgression. The doctrine of 
Moses is not that obedience to one command will compensate for 
disobedience to another, but that disobedience to one command 
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will make obedience to others of none effect. The doctrine that 
the giving of money to the poor can change the course of God’s 
judgment, or alter this sentence, is very little short of blasphemy : 
for it represents him as an unjust judge who can be bribed, 
whose severity can be bought off, and whose favour can be 
purchased with money. A more degrading view of the Divine 
character can scarcely be imagined. Such conduct in a human 
judge would stamp him with infamy, and cannot possibly be 
true of Him who is a God of truth and justice. This one fea- 
ture of rabbinic religion is sufficient to prove that it is the 
invention of men, and of men too without any very exalted 
notion of justice and equity. 

Besides, this view of almsgiving takes away all the virtue of 
obedience and love to God, and turns it into a mere mercenary 
transaction. The great beauty of almsgiving is that it proceeds 
from love to God and man, and that its motives be mercy and 
obedience. But the man, who gives alms in order to atone for 
other transgressions, or to avert the punishment which he de- 
serves, is not performing an act either of obedience or charity, 
he is simply making a purchase and driving a bargain which 
is much to his advantage. He has got money, and w T ith that 
money he can buy a house, or a horse, or deliverance from 
punishment. It is, therefore, a simple question of interest. 
He considers which will be the most profitable investment of 
his money, and if he decide that deliverance from God’s wrath 
is the most advantageous, he lays it out in almsgiving. Obe- 
dience, or love to God or man, is here altogether out of the 
question. Can any one, who has got the law and the prophets 
in his hands, imagine that such a doctrine can come from God ? 
or can any reasonable being suppose, that escape from God’s 
wrath, or the enjoyment of his favour depends not upon man’s 
moral worth, but upon his ability to give alms : in a word, that 
his salvation depends not upon the state of his heart, but the 
laying out of his money ? This one doctrine, if thoroughly 
believed and acted upon, would overturn the whole law of 
Moses, and offer life not to the obedient, but to the moneyed. 

In this doctrine of almsgiving, however, the oral law errs at 
the very foundation. It has chosen the Hebrew word HpT2 
to stand for “ almsgiving,” whereas its true signification is 
“ righteousness,” as may be easily proved by reference to pas- 
sages where it cannot possibly signify “ almsgiving,” as for in- 
stance — 

msan bn ns mt27i?b -nairo ^ i:b n'nn npT 2 i 

: 13V2 33'nbs n nstn 

“ And it shall be our righteousness (not our almsgiving), if 
we observe to do all these commandments before the Lord our 
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God as he hath commanded us.” (Deut. vi. 25.) Here npl!£ 
cannot possibly signify almsgiving. And again, 

: npTi ib nnt&m tq ’pnsm 

“ And he believed in the Lord ; and he counted it to him for 
righteousness (not for almsgiving).” (Gen. xv. 6.) And again, 

: c'asn nana i:Vi npian ';is fb 

“ O Lord, righteousness belongeth unto thee, but unto us 
confusion of face ” (Han. ix. 7), where it is impossible to say 
that “Almsgiving belongeth unto the Lord.” The oral law is 
therefore guilty of perverting the meaning of one of the plainest 
and most commonly repeated words in the Bible, and of course 
of thereby giving an erroneous sense to the passage where it 
occurs. Thus it says, as we have seen above, “ that by alms- 
giving the throne of Israel is established and the law of truth 
standcth,” and it proves this assertion by referring to a verse 
of Isaiah, where the word npVi occurs, and which signifies 
“by righteousness shalt thou be established,” but which it 
perverts to mean “by almsgiving thou shalt be established.” 
Here then the oral law is plainly convicted of falsifying the 
Word of God, and perverting its meaning in order to serve its 
own purposes and favour its own false doctrine. To teach false 
doctrine is bad enough, but to pervert the plain sense of Scrip- 
ture is a great deal worse. Either charge, if proved, would be 
sufficient to prove that the oral law is a false religion, but here 
both charges are proved together. The oral law here teaches 
that almsgiving can do that which it cannot do, namely, bribe 
God to have mercy ; and it supports its false doctrine by inter- 
preting np12 to signify “ almsgiving,” whereas it plainly 
signifies “righteousness.” A religion guilty of such error 
cannot be from God. It is for the Jews, then, to consider 
whether they will persist in upholding the truth of a system 
which opposes the doctrines of Moses and the prophets, and 
perverts the Word of God. The great boast of the Jews is, 
that they are faithful to Moses and to the religion of Moses : 
but this boast is vain so long as they profess Judaism. If Moses 
were to rise from the dead, and get the oral law into his hands, 
he would not be able to recognise it as the religion which he 
left to Israel. And, as to the commands about almsgiving, he 
would not be able even to translate them, for in his time np"T!£ 
signified righteousness. 

The prophet Isaiah would feel equal astonishment if he were 
to return and learn, that the oral law quoted him as an 
authority for the assertion, that Zion is to be redeemed, not 
with righteousness, but with almsgiving. And we doubt not 
that both Moses and Isaiah would protest as earnestly as we do 
against a doctrine based upon perversion. But it is extraor- 
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dinary, if the Rabbinists really believe their own doctrine, that 
Israel can be delivered from captivity by almsgiving, that they 
should set any bounds to their liberality, or ever stop giving, 
until the desired redemption be effected. If their doctrine be 
true, then all that they so earnestly pray for, is entirely in 
their own power. They know the means, and they possess the 
means of terminating this long captivity. They need only to 
give a sufficiency of alms, and, according to the oral law, even 
Zion itself shall be delivered. How extraordinary then, that 
they should have suffered so many centuries of misery to pass 
over their heads, and left their brethren to endure such calami- 
ties, when liberality in almsgiving could have put a period to 
all their sorrows. We think too highly of Israel’s charity to 
suppose for a moment that they would hesitate to make the 
sacrifice, if they were persuaded of its efficacy. We must 
therefore infer, that they do not believe in the doctrine, and ask 
them, why do they profess a religion in which they do not 
believe ? 


No. XL. 

PRIESTS AND LEVITES. 

The great test of a man’s faith in, and love to, his religion 
is his practice. If a man live in open and perpetual trans- 
gression of its commands, no profession can satisfy us that he is 
in earnest, or that he really believes what his creed confesses. 
Now let the advocates of the oral law examine themselves by 
this test. They profess to believe in, and to love the law of 
Moses ; and their great boast is, that Moses is their master, 
and that they are his disciples, but do they prove the reality of 
their faith by their obedience ? They sometimes tax Christians 
with inconsistency in professing to believe in Moses, and yet in 
neglecting the observance of certain ceremonial observances ; 
but are they themselves more careful and less guilty in this 
matter P We do not mean to allude to the weightier matters 
of the law, love to God and man : that is a question for the 
conscience, not a subject for controversy, but we refer to some 
mere external matters, easy of observance, and open to the 
cognisance of every man. Moses and the prophets have com- 
manded that the priests, the Levites, tnbn □'OrDn, should 
be the teachers of the law, and that from them the people 
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should learn. Moses does not say one word about rabbies or 
wise men, but restricts the office of teaching to the 

priests, the Levites : now, do the modern Jews obey Moses in 
this respect? 'Who are their teachers of religion, and from 
whom do they learn ? Are the priests and the Levites the 
teachers of Israel, as Moses commanded, or are they taught by 
their rabbies and Chachamim, of whom Moses does not say one 
syllable ? 

" We assert, that Moses has commanded that the priests, the 
Levites, should be the religious teachers in Israel, and in proof 
we refer to the words of Moses himself. In the tenth chapter 
of Leviticus, he thus writes : — 

ntrn bs naan f ' . nasb pnw bs rt nann 
iman sb isia bns bs oasaa -jns nns 
f ai ampn pa bnanb'i . na'nrmb cbu? npn 
'32 ns mmnbi . -nnan f ai Natan fan binn 
: nan T3 cn-bs 'n nan nuts D'pnn ba ns bsnan 

“ And the Lord spake unto Aaron, saying, Do not drink wine 
nor strong drink, thou nor thy sons with thee, when ye go into 
the tabernacle of the congregation, lest ye die : it shall be a 
statute for ever throughout your generations : and that ye may 
put difference between holy' and unholy, and between unclean 
and clean ; and that ye may teach the children of Israel all the 
statutes which the Lord hath spoken unto them by the hand of 
Moses.” Here the nature of the priest’s office is clearly defined. 
It is, in the first place, to go into the tabernacle of the congre- 
gation, and there to serve before the Lord : and secondly to 
instruct the children of Israel in the difference between holy and 
profane, clean and unclean, and especially to teach the children 
of Israel “ all the statutes,” which the Lord had given to 
Moses. The commission is not only very comprehensive, hut 
very exclusive. If the priests were to teach “ all the statutes,” 
there is no room left for rabbies, or Chachamim, or any other 
description of teacher. The priests are the only divinely- 
accredited religious teachers in Israel. 

If this passage stood alone, it would he quite sufficient to 
establish the doctrine ; but it does not. Moses was particularly 
anxious to impress upon the Israelites the nature of the priestly 
office, and therefore repeats the instruction again and again. 
Thus in the law respecting a dead body found lying in a field, 
after commanding that the elders and judges should come 
forth, he adds — 

-fnbw rt nna caa 'a nb '3a rzranan Tt£733i 
bai an ba n'rt' crt'D bn n nan fiabi vrwb 

: vxi 
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“And the priests, the sons of Levi, shall come near: for them 
the Lord thy God hath chosen to minister unto him, and to 
bless in the name of the Lord : and by their word shall every 
controversy and every stroke be tried.” (l)eut. xxi. o.) One 
should have thought that the elders and judges were enough 
in such a case. But not so. God had determined that the 
priests were to teach Israel “ all his statutes,” and therefore 
commands that they should be present in this case, that they 
should give the decision. 

Again, when Moses was about to part from Israel, and to 
leave them his dying benediction, he w r as directed by the spirit 
of prophecy to impress upon them the same great truth, and in 
the most solemn manner : — 

WD3 tips Tran "pmm -pan ion 'ibbi 
issbi Tnsb noisn r nnna 'a bn inn'-in naan 
'3 st Kb van nsi -von Kb ms nsi tttk-i sb 
npsrb -ptaatpa tit . ’nsa 1 ' “jj-rnm imas mass 

: '133 bsiarb imm 

“ And of Levi he said, Let thy Thummim and thy Urim be 
with thy Holy One, whom thou didst prove at Massah, and 
with whom thou didst strive at the waters of Meribah : who 
said unto his father and mother, I have not seen him ; neither 
did he acknowledge his brethren, nor knew his own children : 
for they have observed thy word, and kept thy covenant. 
They shall teach Jacob thy judgments , and Israel thy law.” 
(Deut. xxxiii. 8 — 10.) And as this doctrine forms a part of 
Moses’ last words, so also it is found in the last prophetic 
message which God vouchsafed to Israel. Malachi, the last of 
the prophets, reminds Israel — 

■utbb wps' mini nsn Tibet* vise? 

: sin msns 'n fsba '3 

“That the priest’s lips should keep knowledge, and they 
should seek the law at his mouth : for he is the messenger of 
the Lord of hosts” (Mai. ii. 7): so that if there be any one 
thing more plain than another in the Old Testament it is this, 
that the sons of Levi are the divinely-appointed religious 
teachers of Israel, and that it is the duty of all Israelites to 
seek instruction from them. 

It cannot be said that the priests are not now well known, 
and that on this account these commands have lost their force ; 
for those who believe in the oral law, profess to know the 
family of Levi, and in the synagogue, at the reading of the 
law, the priest and the Levite are called up in a certain order : 

v-iriKi iTr’KT K-np ]ns ibsa ns^ipi nK'np ban 
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bsitpm cvn sin ai:&s inaai i bw-iET imnsi 'ib 
bn: oan '22b nnpb mip v^n cu ins lbrnsa? 

: bsnE?' 

“ At every time of reading, the priest- reads first, and after 
him the Levite, and after him the Israelite. And the simple 
custom of the present time is, that a priest, even though he be 
an unlearned man (amhaaretz), takes precedence in reading 
before the most learned, who is only an Israelite.” (Hilehoth 
T’phillah, c. xii. 18.) And as the priests are thus supposed to 
be known, so the oral law expressly maintains that they stili 
retain their priestly office, and are bound to discharge the 
duties of it, so far as is possible, in the eaptivity : and therefore 
requires them to bless the people as Moses commanded. In- 
deed the firm conviction of the Talmudists on this subject is 
strikingly exhibited in their assertion, that a priest, although 
unlearned, or even notoriously wicked, is still not exempted 
from his obligation to perform this duty : — 

ns'272 ?m2i»n nbs bsa -an :b rrn sbts 
rrna? is nnsoa pipia irsi C2n i:'se? E"3?s c '23 
p-rm i:r>ai tsaia rrn sbtp is vins naira n:n 
uni mb , mis ry:ia psi rsn ns tsa?i: n? ■'-in 
□'23 ns'nab 'is-in? ]n2i pa bs bv nwy mna 
i nnaan p 32am ran rpm ynn msb nnais rsi 
I'ssi 1 n? Bi'in ro-m^bmin na rasm nann bsi 
iat£?i ras:t£? nmpna sbs c'lnm abn man bmp 
c'W'tv cansn 1 cd-qs asi bsrn?' an bn 'an? ns 
bs^tn ns “pan varra nmpm nn unaia? nma 

: V22HD 

“A priest who has none of these disqualifications for the 
lifting up of hands, even though he be not learned, nor ac- 
curate in the commandments ; and although his companions 
make a mock of him, or his dealings should not be righteous, 
still he is to lift up his hands [to bless] , and is not to be 
prevented, for this is an affirmative precept binding upon 
every priest, who is otherwise qualified ; and we must not say 
to a "wicked man, Away, thou wicked man, be thou disqualified 
from keeping the commandments. Do not ask, saying, What 
profit can there be in the blessing of this simple fellow? for 
the receiving of the blessing does nc/t depend upon the priests, 
but upon the Holy One, blessed be He, for it is said, ‘ They shall 
put my name upon the children of Israel, and I will bless 
them.’ The priests perform the duty commanded .them, and 
God, in his mercy, blesses Israel according to his pleasure.” 

P 


314 


PRIESTS AND LEVITES. 


(Ibid. c. xv. 6.) The existence, then, of the priests, and their 
continued obligation to perform such official duties as are now 
possible, are fully acknowledged, yea, it is even asserted that a 
wicked priest is by no means to be prevented from doing his 
duty : it has also been plainly proved, from the words of Moses 
and the prophets, that it is the duty of the priests to teach, and 
of the Israelites to be taught by them : and no man can deny 
that the performance of this duty is possible. The destruction 
of the temple has prevented the priest from sacrificing, but it 
has made no difference with regard to the possibility of teach- 
ing: it is, therefore, a fair question to propose to those who 
boast in their obedience to the law of Moses, How is this 
Mosaic command respecting the teaching of the law fulfilled f 
Are the priests, the Levites, the religious teachers in all 
Jewish congregations ? or have they been excluded from the 
office assigned to them by Moses P and is it occupied by others 
to whom Moses did not give it? Every Jew must answer that 
this command of Moses is utterly disregarded — that the office 
of the priesthood, as established by Moses, has now scarcely 
the shadow of an existence amongst the Jews — that the rab- 
bies, Chachamim, and the Melamm’dim. are universally the 
religious teachers — and that hundreds, if not thousands, of 
the priests are left in utter obscurity, and not a few in desti- 
tution. Jeremiah complained of the heathen — 

: isrco sb rrom '23 

“ They respected not the persons of the priests” (Lam. iv. 
1 6) ; but it is equally applicable to the adherents of the oral 
law. Here and there a son of Levi may be a rabbi, and then 
he has the honour attached to the rabbinical office; but the 
Mosaic institution of the priesthood, as the appointed order of 
religious teachers to Israel is utterly disregarded. Moses de- 
clares, as we have seen above, that it is the priest’s office 
“ to distinguish between holy and unholy, and between clean 
and unclean but if a Jew has got a nbsttf> a question or 
a difficulty, it is to the rabbi that he goes to get the de- 
cision. Moses says that the priests are appointed by God “ to 
teach Israel all fhe statutes which the Lord hath spoken to 
them ; ” but now men are made rabbies and Melamm’dim who 
do not pretend to be of the family of Levi : and there are con- 
gregations even where there is no Levite nor priest at all, and 
where, therefore, this command is utterly despised. But the 
worst feature in this disobedience is, that it is systematic. It 
is not one of the casualties of the captivity, but it is the 
deliberate aim of the oral law to degrade the priesthood, as 
established by Moses, and to set up above it another office, 
that of rabbi, of which Moses does not sajr one word. The 
oral law, instead of deprecating the possibility of an Israelite 


PRIESTS AND LEVITES. 


315 


congregation existing without a priest a son of Levi, quietly 
layeth down the law for doing without them. When pre- 
scribing the order in which persons are to be called up to the 
reading of the law, it says — 

: bb:> '■’ib inns nb^ sbi bw-itsv rtbw im ct» 

“ If there be no priest there, then an Israelite is to go up, but 
no Levite is to follow him.” (Ibid., c. xii. 19.) And again, 

C'tpb -vns rvbc? bbn 7m cnb rs osi 

: aiba; 

‘‘But if the congregation, has no priest at all, when the 
reader comes to that part of the prayers he is to say,” &c. 
(Ibid., c. xv. 10.) Now if the oral law were anxious to main- 
tain the institution of Moses it could make no such supposition. 
On the contrary it would urge upon every congregation the 
indispensable necessity of having a priest of the family of Levi. 
The supposition shows that its authors cared but little about 
'he commands of Moses, for where there is no priest it is 
plainly impossible for the people to obey that often-repeated 
precept to learn the law from the sons of Levi. And yet the 
authors of the oral law, who care so little for this command- 
ment of Moses about the priests, command the appointment 
of Melamm’dim, or schoolmasters, under pain of utter de- 
struction : — 

bsm nana baa mpia'n ^aba 7'2'ana 

mpivn na -vs bai < -vsi -vs baai -jbci ^ba 
I'a'anats is -vsn 'aas ns ■pa'nna pa rva Sts 
ns 7'anna la'Din mb ns esi nipit'n naba 

: -vsn 

“ Teachers of children are to be established in every pro- 
vince and district and city. And every city in which there 
are not school children the men of that city are to be visited 
with the Cherem, and if they still neglect, the city itself 
is to be devoted.” (Hilch. Talm. Torah, c. ii.) When we 
see them enforce this commandment of their own with such 
zeal and severity, and yet appeal* so careless and negligent 
about the commandment of Moses, we justly infer that this 
neglect was intentional, and that the object was to exalt 
themselves, and to depress that office which God himself 
had ordained, And this inference is abundantly confirmed 
by 'OH YQD rVDbn, the numerous and minute laws re- 
specting the honour due to a rabbi, whilst the respect due 
to the family of Levi is almost entirely disregarded, and Iris 
office evidently depreciated below that of the former. As, 
for instance, in establishing the order in which captives are 
p 2 


316 


PRIESTS AND LEVITES. 


to be redeemed, the oral law says the priest is to be re- 
deemed before the Levite, and the Levite before the Israelite, 
but then adds — 

/ n^ora ornate vnrco tmraN Qnm nci 
win Tnbn -nasi V” 1 ^ cs l n3 rnn as bns 

: DTip can Tabn 

“ In what case does this hold good ? In case that they 
were both equal in wisdom. But if the high priest be an 
unlearned man, and an illegitimate child be the disciple of 
a wise man (chacham), the latter is to have the precedence.” 
(Hilehoth Matt’noth Aniim, c. viii. 17.) Here the office of 
the priesthood and even of the high priesthood itself is put 
below that of the rabbi or chacham, and the intention of 
the Rabbinists to exalt themselves, and their utter disregard 
for the law of Moses and his commandments, is especially 
apparent. The high priest was the chief person in the whole 
Mosaic dispensation. Without him the biood of the offering 
could not be carried into the holy of holies on the l)ay of 
Atonement, and yet the oral law says, that if he and an 
illegitimate child, that is, the least honoured person in Israel, 
be both in captivity, and the latter be the disciple of a rabbi, 
he is to be redeemed first. It is needless to add any further 
proof of the fact that the command of Moses, respecting the 
family of Levi, is systematically and intentionally transgressed 
by the authors and adherents of the oral law. The priests, 
the Levites, have been thrust out of that office whieh God 
gave them, and others have been made the religious teachers 
of Israel who have no right at all to this appointment. How 
then ean the modern J ews pretend to be zealous for the law 
of Moses ? They are living in plain and systematic violation 
of one of his plainest commands. It will not do to say that 
the office of rabbi is also of divine appointment. An assertion 
which nullities a Mosaic institution must have the most un- 
exceptionable evidence. Its proof must be at least as clear 
as the original appointment. To persuade any real lover of 
the Mosaic law that the rabbies have a right to thrust out 
the family of Levi from their office, and to take it upon 
themselves, the express declaration of God is absolutely 
necessary. And if the rabbies could prove, which they 
cannot, that they are the lawful teaehers of Israel, it would 
necessarily follow that the Mosaic law has been changed, 
and then one of the chief dogmas of modern Judaism, 
the immutability of the Mosaic law, is entirely overthrown. 
AVhen Moses gave the law the priests were the religious 
teachers of Israel. Since the dominion of the oral law, not the 
priests, but the rabbies have been the teachers. Here then is 
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an important, yea, an organic change in the Mosaic constitu- 
tion. This change then is either unlawful or lawful. If it be 
unlawful, then the rabbies have no right to be the teachers of 
Israel. If it be lawful, then to change and alter the Mosaic 
law is lawful, and then modern Judaism, which teaches that 
there can be no change, is false. This is the jpnly alter- 
native -which modern Jews can adopt, — they must either 
maintain the immutability of the law at the expense of the 
rabbinic office, or they must assert the legitimacy of the 
rabbinic office at the expense of the law. In either case 
the oral law is convicted of teaching falsehood ; and in 
neither case can the modern Jews make a boast of loyalty 
to the law of Moses. They charge Christians with disre- 
garding and transgressing the Mosaic law, but let them 
point out, even in the practice of Gentile Christians, any 
one apparent transgression more heinous than the expulsion 
of the family of Levi from the office to which Moses ap- 
pointed them. The fact is notorious. This family is every 
where neglected and in obscurity, struggling with the cares 
and business of the world, instead of occupying the station 
given to them by Moses. Let all the lovers of modern 
Judaism consider this fact, and then ask themselves how' 
they can pretend to be keeping the law of Moses ? Let 
them remember that they have themselves made a change 
in the law by appointing rabbies instead of the priests, and 
that, if they defend this change, they teach the very same 
doctrine which they blame in Gentile Christians, namely, the 
mutability and abrogation of the Mosaic law. Of course we do 
not mean to dictate to Israel in this matter. If they are con- 
scientiously persuaded that the institutions of Moses have been 
abrogated, they can then consistently maintain the appoint- 
ment of rabbies, but let them give up their common, though 
mistaken, argument against Christianity. But if they believe 
what they so commonly profess, that the law of Moses is not, 
and cannot be abrogated, then let them act consistently, re- 
nounce the oral law, and restore the family of Levi to the 
office from which modern Judaism has excluded them for so 
many centuries. To follow' the oral law, and at the same time 
to obey the written law 7 of Moses in this matter, is plainly 
impossible. The oral law is for the rabbies and the Chach- 
amim — the words of Moses are for the family of Levi. The 
Jew T s may, and of course will, choose as they think best ; but, 
if they determine upon maintaining the rabbinical system, let 
them not pretend to be followers of Moses. Let them honestly 
confess that they do not like Moses and his laws, and that they 
prefer the new and modern religion of the rabbies. The 
subject is important to all Israel, but especially so to the sons 
of Levi themselves. God gave them the important charge of 
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instructing the house of Israel in his laws, are they then at 
liberty to resign their saered office into the hands of others ? 
Has God dispensed them from obedience to his command P If 
so, what obligation rests upon them to bless the people ? By 
lifting up their hands and blessing the people, they confess 
that their, office still continues ; and, if so, the obligation to 
perform all its duties continues also. Either the law of Moses 
is abrogated, or the priests are still the appointed religious 
teachers of Israel. 

The priests have the same alternative as the people, i.e., 
either to assert the rights and perform the duties of their 
priestly offiee, or honestly to acknowledge that they do not 
believe in Moses, nor care for his religion, but that their 
religion is that of the rabbies. The responsibility is however 
much heavier on the family of Levi than on Israelites of ano- 
ther tribe. To the sons of Levi, God committed the honourable 
office of instructing Israel. They have been set as the watch- 
men in Israel, and are therefore answerable, not only for their 
own neglect, but for the error and destruction of the people. 
It is then high time for them to remember their duty and the 
zeal of their forefathers in extirpating error, and to show 
themselves worthy of their high origin, and of their divine 
appointment, by opposing the errors of the oral law. 
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It is an indisputable fact, that the modern Jews have entirely- 
cast off the laws of Moses respecting the priests of the family 
of Levi, and have chosen and appointed to themselves other 
teachers, of whom Moses says nothing. What the cause was 
of such extraordinary conduct in those who profess a great zeal 
for the law of Moses, we do not now profess to inquire ; but 
we think that every Jew ought to have a very good reason for 
thus wilfully, systematically, and continually transgressing the 
commandments of God. He ought, at the very least, to be able 
to show that the doctrines of these new teachers are far superior 
to those of the religious teachers appointed by Moses ; and that 
the superabundant excellence and wisdom of rabbinic teaching 
does, at least, justify the change which they have made in the 
Mosaic law. We have had occasion in these papers to consider 
the nature of the new doctrine chosen instead of the law of 
Moses, and to us it certainly appears that “ The Old Paths” 
were better. To-day we propose to illustrate the rabbinic 
notions of the Deity, and do not intend by any means to select 
the most objectionable representations contained in the rabbi- 
nical writings, but shall confine ourselves to a few well-known 
passages, which are intended to explain to us the mode in which 
God spends his time. Concerning the day, the rabbies say that 
it is spent in the following manner : — 

rraitcton ti’bts , nvn 'in mi?© mtsi? ovkp 
bs nw in 2ttn' nv:2? > rniro pDii?i ntm rrnpn 
t irbs nbirn 3"nn3ti7 nsntr 7T0 < ibis cbirn 
m'D'bt» r renin nod bi? ntrvi ]'in hd3d i»ii? 
"-"a n? c'osn 'npn 1 ibis Dbii?n bo ns in atcv 
“lasia? 1 imb ni? prrom nvs'rn / na'D 

: 'i 3 i 13 pntsb ms' nr in'ib 

“ The day has twelve hours. The first three, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, sits and occupies himself in the law. The second, 
he sits and judges the whole world. When he perceives that 
the world deserves utter destruction, He stands up from the 
throne of judgment, and sits on the throne of mercy. The third, 
he sits, and feeds all the world, from the horns of the unicorns 
to the eggs of the vermin. In the fourth, he sits and plays 
with Leviathan, for it is said (Psalm civ. 26) ‘The Leviathan 
whom thou hast formed to play therewith.’ ” (Avodah Zarah, 
fol. iii., col. 2.) In another place we have an account of the 
manner in which the night is spent : — 
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bin nVbn 'in nne®» iqin in?'bK n 
isw® 'ins 2«i2?i nispn 2®i' mssni natsa bo 
as®' 2 isio ibip ].*v ianp psaa 2 s®' nnaa n 

: ima bo 

“ Rabbi Eliezer says, The night has three watches, and at 
every watch, the Holy One, blessed be He, sits and roars like 
a lion, for it is said, * The Lord shall roar from on high, and 
utter his voice from his holy habitation : roaring he shall roar 
upon his habitation.’ ” (Jer. xxv. 30. ) And again, a little lower 
down, the same assertion is made in the name of two other 
rabbies, and the cause of God’s roaring assigned : — 

»b® nn n'»®» bsmts in pmr> m ins 
nan' i»©ai i»tpa bn bin nb'bn 'in nnatwa 
wn ns 'min® 'is idisi 'isn asi®i n"npn 
niais ]'nb 'an ns wbam 'bn'n ns 'nsioi 

: cbmn 

“ Rabbi Isaac, the son of Samuel, says, in the name of Rav, 
The night has three watches, and at every watch, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, sits and roars like a lion, and says, Woe is me 
that I have laid desolate my house, and burned my sanctuary, 
and sent my children into captivity amongst the nations of the 
world.” (Berachoth, fol. iii., col. 1.) Now we ask every rea- 
sonable man whether this is a representation worthy of the 
Creator of heaven and earth ? We are told here, first, that 
God is like a man in observing day and night — that he has set 
times for different employments, and a time for amusement. 
We are told, secondly, that instead of comprehending all things 
past, present, and to come, at all times, and instead of uphold- 
ing all things by the continual fiat of his omnipotent rule, 
that he is obliged to consider each thing in succession ; and that, 
like a poor frail child of man, He can do only one thing at a 
time. And thirdly, we are here informed, that the Divine Being 
sits all night, and mourns like a child, over an act which he 
rashly committed, but now wishes to have undone. Is this a 
fit representation of Deity, or is it awful blasphemy ? How 
different is the description given by Moses — “ Lord, thou hast 
been our dwelling-place in all generations. Before the moun- 
tains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth 
and the world, even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art 
God. A thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday 
when it is past, ana as a watch in the night ” (Ps. xc. 1 — 4) ; 
and again, that other beautiful passage of the Psalmist, “ Of 
old thou hast laid the foundations of the earth ; and the heavens 
are the work of thy hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt 
endure j yea all of them shall wax old like a garment : and as 
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a vesture shalt thou change them, and they shall he changed ; 
but thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end.” (Ps. 
cii. 25—27.) In both these passages, unehangeableness, entire 
freedom from all vicissitude and succession, is presented to 
our view as the prominent feature in the character of Deity. 
Whereas, the God whom the rabbies describe, is a being subject 
to the same alterations as ourselves, and liable to change, in its 
worst form, that is, to that change of will which ensues oil 
disappointed expectations. They say, that their God destroyed 
his temple and sent his children into captivity, and that now 
he is very sorry for it, and vents the bitterness of his grief in 
lamentations compared to the roaring of a lion. Such a deity 
is no more like the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, than 
Jeroboam’s calves. He may not be a graven image, but he is 
nevertheless an idol, not indeed of gold or silver, but of the 
imagination. Nothing can be more different than the Being 
described by the rabbies, and that God declared in Moses and 
the Prophets. And yet on this very point, where the oral law 
errs so grievously, Christianity maintains the truth. The New 
Testament declares unto us the same Being revealed in the Old. 
It says, “ Every good gift, and every perfect gift is from above, 
and cometh down from the Father of lights, with whom is no 
variableness, neither shadow of turning.” (James i. 17.) 

But the rabbies falsely ascribe to God not only variableness, 
but imperfect knowledge also. They say, that He spends a 
fourth part of the day in the study of the law. Now either God 
knows the law, or he does not. If he does know the law, then 
study is useless ; and if he does not, then his knowledge is 
imperfect, and either supposition is altogether unworthy of the 
Deity. Indeed it is very difficult to argue against a doctrine 
so monstrous, or to show the full absurdity where the subject 
is so grave and sacred. But we put it to the good sense of 
every Israelite, and ask him whether he can believe that the 
God of knowledge studies in his own law ? Is not such an 
assertion a blasphemous falsehood, and does it not show that 
those who made it were themselves utterly devoid of all true 
knowledge of God? Some persons endeavour to excuse this 
blasphemy by saying that the words are not to be taken 
literally, and that the rabbies employed oriental figures. But 
this will not save the credit of the oral law ; for if we admit 
the figure, we cannot excuse the blasphemy contained in the 
assertion, that God studies the law one fourth of every day. 
No man that has any reverence for his Creator would venture 
to use such language, not even in the way of a parable. It 
proves in every case that those rabbies were totally devoid of 
that reverence which is due to God, and therefore most unfit 
teachers of religion. But, further, if these passages be figurative, 
what is the real sense ? What is meant by studying in the law, 
p 3 
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or playing with Leviathan, or uttering complaints at the 
beginning of every watch in the night; or what is intended by 
ascribing to God one sort of employment in the day and the 
other in the night ? It is not enough to say that these are all 
figures conveying the most profound -wisdom ; this assertion 
must be proved by showing w r hat this wisdom is. Let the 
Itabbinists explain these figures satisfactorily, and they will 
then have some chance of being believed, though even that 
would not amount to a proof, that the authors of these passages 
intended that they should be understood mystically. It is a 
certain fact that many of the rabbies have understood these 
and similar passages literally. In the commentary on the asser- 
tion, “ That in the second three hours God sits and judges the 
world,” we are told, that some believed this so firmly as to 
think that on this very account the additional form of prayer, 
called Pp'lttj was prescribed : — 

-iaib ppia nampa iapn -jab '3 ohbin trn 
sin tsi S3 nraun ?pia ono 'd iq' sin laipaa 

rca?b NDDa nas'a? rbbcna ^si pi nt»i' 

: ?cm saro 

“ Some say, that on this account the words * Let him turn 
from his place/ have been appointed in the sanctification of the 
Musaph, for this part of the prayer generally occurs in the 
second three hours, w r hen he is sitting in judgment, and that 
we pray that he may turn from the throne of judgment, and sit 
on the throne of mercy.” Those who held this opinion plainly 
thought, that the hours were literal hours, and that the distri- 
bution of the day into four different employments was not 
figurative, but real. These persons, therefore, believed that 
God studies in the law, that he plays with Leviathan, and 
observes the distinction of day and night. And it must be 
confessed that, if they believed in the Talmud, they had good 
reason for this literal interpretation, as the corresponding 
passage, respecting God’s roaring like a lion at every watch of 
the night, cannot be explained figuratively, if it be taken in 
connexion w 7 ith its context. The context contains a discussion 
about real, not figurative night-w T atches. The question pro- 
posed by the Mislina is, Until what hour of the night is it 
law T ful to perform the evening-reading of the Sh’mah Israel 
(Hear, O Israel) ? R. Eliezer says, It is lawful until the end 
of the first w r atch. The Gemara then considers what the rabbi 
could mean by this definition — 

'in nnatpa a -oop 'n -iTjj'bs n -QDp na 
m-iatca raiH -nap 'Ni nirta ra-is tu sa'b nb'bn 
-cop abisb » ms® taba? ns sta'b nb'bn 'in 
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)b VJ 2 W 72 wp am nb'bn nno ®b® 
: tdi s'om snsn rm»a7» nd^s*) a^pnn nviEttra 

“ What did It. Eliezer mean ? If he meant that the night 
had three watches, he ought to have said until the fourth hour: 
but if he meant that the night has four watches, he ought to 
have said until the third hour. There can he no doubt that 
he meant that the night has three watches, and intended to 
say, that there are watches in heaven and watches upon earth, 

for the Bareitha says, &c.” And then follows the passage, 

saying, that in each watch God roars like a lion. It cannot, 
then, be pretended that the night-watches here are figurative 
or mystical. It is expressly said that there are the same 
watches in heaven and earth, and the whole question is about 
the real distribution of time. The following context is equally 
unequivocal. It. Eliezer, immediately after saying that in each 
watch God roars like a lion, goes on to give the signs whereby 
each watch may be recognised even in the dark : — 

man? i -iran rtaitpsa moos imb p'Di 
ntrsi ion nt2?a pav pirn mnbtn < n'pjns rabn 

: nbnn ds mean 

“ The sign of the thing is — In the first watch the ass brays ; 
in the second watch the dogs bark ; in the third watch the 
infant sucks at its mother’s breast, and the wife talks with 
her husband.” This is plain matter-of-fact way of speaking, 
and proves, beyond a doubt, that the whole passage is to 
be taken literally. And if any doubt at all remained, it is 
entirely removea, a little lower down on the page, by an 
anecdote told by the veracious It. Jose. He says, that he 
once went into one of the ruins of Jerusalem to pray, and that 
whilst he was engaged in prayer, the prophet Elijah came to 
the entrance of the ruin, and very civilly waited for him until 
he had concluded, when they had some conversation together. 

Amongst other particulars, It. Jose relates as follows : — 

vnosi it nminn nvaw Sip rra an S nasi 
ns maisi navn nanaatz? Sip nn viaattf ab 
ns wbam •bn'n ns Yisnizn w 2 ns 'nmntn 
nntt? sb ie’si ■"m "p'n S nasi maisn )'nb an 
trass tnbtz? cm nv ban sbs ( -p mais mbn it 
Ss-itnts nstrn mbs < inbn it mbi < -p mais 
Hrp ps jaisi mama vmbi nvoan vinb poana 
ncs -laisi ltns-i 3333a n"npn -pna mm man? 
nbantt? nsb ib n a -p lri'nn inis ycbpets -[ban 

: ran ns 
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“ And he (Elias) said to me, What sort of a voice didst thou 
hear in the ruin ? I said to him, I heard a Bath Kol cooing 
like a dove, and saying, Woe is me that I have desolated my 
house, and burnt my sanctuary, and sent my children into 
captivity amongst the nations. And he said unto me, As thou 
livest, and thy head liveth, it is not at this hour only, but 
three times every day the voice says these words. And not 
only so, but when the Israelites enter the synagogues, and the 
houses of study, and say, ‘Amen, may his great name be 
blessed,’ the Holy One, blessed be He, shakes his head, and 
says, Blessed is the King who is praised in his house ; but 
what profit has the father who sends his children into cap- 
tivity,” &c. Here we have the testimony of It. Jose to the 
truth of the fact, that God does thus complain in the manner 
described above, and we have the Prophet Elijah swearing that 
this happens three times every day. It is plain, therefore, that 
the authors of the Talmud knew of no mystical interpretation 
and intended none. It was their simple belief that God observed 
the three watches of the night, and at the beginning of each 
roared like a lion. And if this passage must be taken literally, 
why should the other passage respecting the distribution and 
employments of the day be taken figuratively ? The literal 
interpretation of the one furnishes a strong argument for the 
literal interpretation of the other. And it is eertainly of no 
use to ascribe a mystical sense to the one, whilst the other is 
interpreted literally. The advocates of the oral law gain 
nothing by it, for the one is not more absurd nor more 
unworthy of the Deity than the other. Nothing can exceed 
the folly of representing God as observing the night-watches, 
and roaring like a lion for grief, because he sent Israel into 
captivity. Nothing can be more blasphemous than the asser- 
tion that God does not foresee the results of his own actions, 
and that he is afterwards obliged to sit down and mourn 
over what he has done. This one passage, which cannot 
be explained away, is quite sufficient to show that the rabbies 
were utterly ignorant of the nature of God ; and that, how- 
ever they might be acquainted with the letter of the Law 
and the Prophets, they knew nothing of the real meaning of 
their writings. This one excess of folly and absurdity entirely 
overthrows all the claims and pretensions of the oral law in 
which it is found. 

But there is another feature in the passage which we cannot 
pass without notice, and that is, the total disregard of truth 
which it manifests. K. Jose’s story is evidently a barefaced and 
wilful lie, unless we say, that when he went into the ruin to 
pray, he fell asleep, and dreamed that he heard the Bath Kol 
and had this conversation with Elijah ; but either supposition 
will equally destroy the eredit of the Talmud. If it be a lie, it is 
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one of the most profane and wicked lies that can be imagined. 
We have here a professed teacher of the law telling not only a 
falsehood about his intercourse with Elijah, but daring falsely 
to assert that he heard the voice of God mourning over the 
ruins of the temple. The most profane and wicked lie that 
can be devised is that which introduces God himself, and trifles 
with the sacred character of the Deity. If this story be a lie, 
it oversets the Talmud and the Talmudical religion at once. A 
religion built upon falsehoods, must itself be necessarily false. 
But if the other supposition be adopted, that It. Jose mistook 
a dream for a reality, what shall we say of a religion whose 
teachers tell their dreams as sacred truths P And what shall 
we say of the compilers of the Talmud, who were unable to 
detect the folly and profanity of this narrative, and actually 
inserted it in their oral law as an undoubted fact ? This 
supposition may save It. Jose from the unhappy character of a 
liar, but it will not do much towards proving the truth of the 
oral law ; for there it is not given as a dream, but as a fact. 
R. Jose was silly enough to tell his dream as a reality ; and 
the rabbies to whom he told it were silly enough to believe ; 
and the most learned men of the Rabbinists at that time were 
silly enough to embody it in their collection of holy and un- 
doubted traditions. We do not mean to ascribe any peculiar 
degree of folly to the rabbies. Persons calling themselves 
Christians have been just as foolish, have believed stories just 
as absurd, and have handed them down as religious truths. 
But then, we do not receive these legends as a part and parcel 
of our religion. We are as free to say of them,, as of the 
Talmudic fables, that they are wicked falsehoods. But the 
modern Jews tell us that the Talmud is a divine book — that it 
contains their religion, and that without it Moses and the 
Prophets are unintelligible ; and therefore we point out these 
fables as plain proofs of the falsehood of such an assertion. We 
wish to direct the Jewish attention to that system which they 
have called their religion for the last eighteen hundred years, 
and which they have preferred to Christianity. We desire that 
they should consider what they have gained, by expelling the 
family of Levi from the teacher’s office and choosing the rabbies 
as their religious guides. We ask every Israelite of common 
sense, whether Ii. Jose and his companions are trustworthy 
leaders in the way to salvation ; and whether they are still 
prepared to follow the religion of a man who can only be 
acquitted of being a liar Dy admitting that he is a dreamer ? 
Or, whether they still choose to worship the Deity proclaimed 
by the rabbies — a Deity subject to succession of time — im- 
perfect in knowledge so as to require daily study — requiring 
amusement, and therefore playing for three horns every day 
with Leviathan — and liable to disappointment, so as to be 
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obliged to spend the night, in mourning over one of his most 
deliberate and solemn acts ? 

We are sure that every Israelite would be sadly offended at 
being told, that he does not worship the God of his fathers, but 
a strange god, invented by the imagination of the rabbies ; and 
yet, if he worship the god of the Talmud, it is nothing but the 
truth. The god of the Talmud is certainly not the God of the 
Bible. Israelites are often shocked at the folly and wickedness 
of those whom they see falling down before stocks and stones ; 
and yet, if they receive the oral law, and believe in a Deity who 
plays with Leviathan, &c., the object of their worship is not 
a whit more rational. They are just as guilty of idolatry, 
and the only way in which they can clear themselves from 
the charge is, by rejecting the oral law, and forsaking that 
superstition which the rabbies have palmed off upon them as 
the religion of their fathers. It is a most deplorable and 
melancholy sight to behold that nation, which once was the 
sole depository of truth, enslaved by a system so senseless ; but 
it is more melancholy still to think, that there is not one among 
her sons who has the moral courage to denounce its falsehood, 
and to vindicate the truth as taught by Moses. The priests, 
the sons of Levi, were once zealous for the honour of God, and 
united with Moses in destroying the golden calf ; but where 
are they now, and where is there zeal ? Alas ! they too, are 
found amongst the worshippers of the Talmudical deity, and 
uphold the system which has expelled them from their holy 
office. 


No. XLII. 

TITLE OF RABBI. 

That the people, at present scattered over the whole world, 
and known by the name of Jews, are descendants of the 
chosen people of God, we freely admit. That the Old Testa- 
ment contains prophecies of their future return to the God and 
the land of their fathers, and their subsequent happiness and 
glory, we firmly believe : but, that the religion which they at 
present profess is the religion of Moses, we confidently deny. 
Modem Judaism has not retained the doctrines of Moses ; no 
not even with respect to the fundamental article of religion, 
the nature of God. Our last number showed how widely the 
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rabbies have departed from the Scripture representation of the 
divine character, and the number preceding proved that the 
Jews have not retained even the outward form of the Mosaic 
edifice. Indeed we know not any problem more difficult of 
solution than, to assign a reason, why the rabbinic Jews pro- 
fess any respect at all for Moses, when they have rejected both 
the form and the substance of his teaching. If they boldly 
denied his authority, or asserted that the Mosaic law was long 
since abrogated, and the rabbinic precepts given in its stead, 
we could, at least, give them credit for consistency ; but at 
present we cannot possibly divine their motives for professing 
attachment to the lawgiver of their forefathers. Their conduct 
for ages would appear to indicate a fixed determination to get 
rid and keep clear of every thing Mosaic, and that for the 
mere purpose of having something else ; for no one can pre- 
tend, that the new law and the new teachers, that they have 
chosen, can lay any claim to superior excellence or antiquity. 
Of the value of the rabbinic teaching we have given many 
proofs ; and now think of examining a little the novelty of the 
rabbinic order. It is certain that the word, rabbi, does not 
occur in the law of Moses nor the prophets ; it is, therefore, 
clearly not Mosaic. This one fact does in itself go far to shake 
the authority of modern Judaism and the oral law. There we 
cannot go a step without hearing of the rabbies — Rabbi Eli- 
ezer said this, and Rabbi Bar Bar Chanah said that. The 
whole oral law is made up of the sayings of the rabbies, and 
yet neither their name nor their order was so much as known 
to Moses our master. The other favourite appellation of the 
Talmudic doctors D^n Chacham , or wise man, does indeed 
occur, and it appears from the prophets, that there were some 
even in their time who laid exclusive claim to that epithet, but 
unfortunately the prophets bring against them the very same 
charge, which we prefer against their successors, namely, that 
they had forsaken the law of Moses : — 

ps idhs rr mini *m:s nnwn rrrrs 

cean itp'mn , d'idid ”iptz? tav nttfj? iptpb n:n 
: cnb nn nosm rasa n -irnn run robn inn 

“ How do ye say, We are wise (Chachamim) and the law of 
the Lord is with us ? Lo, certainly in vain made he it ; the 
pen of the scribes is in vain. The wise men (Chachamim) are 
ashamed. They are dismayed and taken : lo, they have re- 
jected the word of the Lord ; and what wisdom is in them ? ” 
(Jer. viii. 8, 9.) The rabbies will scarcely acknowledge that 
they have succeeded these persons in their office, and yet if 
they give up such passages as these, they must abdicate all 
claim to antiquity. Indeed some of them plainly acknow- 
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ledge that the rabbies are a new order of men, and that the 
word rabbi was not heard of until less than a century before 
the destruction of the second temple. Thus the Baal Arueh 
says — 

vn Kb msa n'bnai vnte cmites-in nnnni 

Kb 3"Q Kbl '2-12 Kbl Kb Cmmb pa'IS 

bbn ■'inti 1 btnte' '»anb Kbi ban >annb 
vn n'N'nam > inten mm mao sbi bana nbs 
i bnna kits nbs Kb > N'aan an vasts camm 
larate sbi pvnats main as ?ms pmava psi 
'am pin bsbaa pna a'S'ttaa sbs it ib'nnn o 
p pnv pm ate rvn pnnn anna® iaa prate 
nnwa a'niaDa bnnn 'an fist C'S'tea jbin 'set 
'■pabna nann aasi nps' p ms'bs 'am pimt nrte 

: ]bnbi 'sat p pnv n 

“ The first generations, which were very great, did not re- 
quire the titles of Rabban, or Kabbi, or Rav, wherewith to 
honour the wise men of Babylon, or the wise men of the land 
of Israel ; for behold Hillel went up from Babylon, but the 
title of Rabbi is not added to his name. There were honour- 
able persons amongst the prophets, for it is said, ‘ Haggai the 
prophet * — * Ezra odd not go up from Babylon ’ — and at the 
mention of their names the title of Rabbi is not added : neither 
have we heard that this was begun until the princes Rabban 
Gamaliel the elder, and Rabban Simon his son, who was killed 
at the destruction of the second temple, and Rabban Johannan 
ben Zakkai, who were all princes. Rabbi also began with 
those who were promoted at the same time, Zadok and R. 
Eliezer, the son of Jacob, and the thing spread from the dis- 
ciples of Rabban Johannan ben Zakkai onwards.” (Aruch in 
^3S.) We need not w r onder, then, that Moses knows nothing 
of rabbies, for here is a plain confession, that the name was 
never heard of until a few years before the last dispersion. It 
may, however, be said, that the office itself existed, though 
the name did not, and this is in fact asserted by Rambam, 
when he says : — 

vt ns -pmn -lEKaa; rn wim -jed ntrm 
tnaaa laav ntsa c'apt a'saten pi t imn'i vbs 
< camnsb iaaD ampin ]msi nvatt? p'bs nmtei 
m? ts'N 'sa ts's paiaon isaaai < a'-rnsb annsi 
: ivnv ntro bta in n'a mn stein' bts in n'a 

“ Moses our master promoted Joshua with his hands ; for 
it is said, ‘ and he laid his hands upon him, and gave him a 


TITLE OF RABBI. 


329 


charge.’ (Numb, xxvii. 23.) And in like manner with regard 
to the seventy elders, Moses our master promoted them, and 
the Shechinah rested upon them ; and these elders promote 
others, and they again others ; and thus we have a succession 
of promoted persons, until the council of Joshua, and until the 
council of Moses our master.” (Iiilchoth Sanhedrin, iv. 1.) 
And so he tells us that — 

: inw Qvn ribs D'tcbu? -jcd "ibcr Tin 

“ King David promoted tliirty thousand persons in one day.” 
According to this statement, it would appear that there had 
been always a class of persons qualified to be teachers and 
judges, and a pretty numerous class too, from the time of 
Moses ; but it is very extraordinary that their office should 
have continued fifteen hundred years without a name, and 
that the nation should never have felt the inconvenience, nor 
remedied it until the last few years of their existence ; and it 
is more extraordinary still that so large and important a body 
should never once be mentioned in the law or the prophets. 
The land must perfectly have swarmed with them. Thirty 
thousand would have been a large proportion to the popula- 
tion of the land of Israel ; but David made this number in one 
day ; and we cannot suppose that he exerted his right only 
once in his life, nor that all the other doctors neglected the 
duty of raising up disciples ; and the oral law tells us that 
before the time of Hillel every one thus promoted had the 
right of promoting others : — 

< v-rcbnb -[»■© -[ed:d ba rrn naitwn 
st Ntbtp u'pnm iptn bbnb nm ipbn rrmm 
: mi s'tian mum sbs -jod: dis 

“ At first every promoted person could promote his disciples ; 
but the wise men gave the honour to Hillel the elder, and 
ordained that no man should promote except by permission of 
the prince (the Nasi).” According to this, the number must 
have been very great ; and yet that they should have continued 
so long without a name, and without any mention whatever by 
any of the inspired writers, is perfectly incredible. But there 
are in the account itself various particulars which excite 
suspicion. David’s extensive work of promotion in one day 
entirely exceeds the limits of probability, no matter how tlie 
promotion took place, whether by laying on of hands, or by 
command, or by letter : for if we grant that he devoted the 
entire four-and- twenty hours of that day to the work, still, in 
order to make up the number of thirty thousand, it will be 
necessary to believe that he promoted at the rate of twelve 
hundred and fifty an hour, or twenty in every minute. One 
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such notorious untruth discredits the whole account in which 
it is found. But, further, the admission that the right of con- 
ferring the dignity of doctor was taken from those who had 
possessed it,, and restricted to those who obtained permission 
from the prince, shows that the ordinance of promotion was 
not derived from Moses, but was an invention of men. If it 
had been of Moses, the wise men could have had no authority 
to take it away, neither is it at all likely that the numerous 
possessors of the right, and least of all, the disciples of Sharn- 
mai, would have quietly resigned it. We must suppose either 
that the wise men altered an ordinance of Moses, and thereby 
committed a great sin, or that the ordinance of promotion was 
a mere human invention. By the latter supposition the whole 
story of the continued existence of this class of doctors is given 
up ; and by the former supposition the charge of disregard for 
the. law of Moses is fixed upon the wise men, and the value of 
their testimony taken away. Lastly, the account of the man- 
ner of promotion is at variance with the above-quoted assertion 
of the Baal Aruch. The oral law says that the doctors were 
promoted in the following manner : — 

r-npttf i ipTn twi by crrT ns ipod'd sb 
men -jb an -pao nns '-in ib n'-imsi 'm ib 

: niD^p 'Pi ib'Ds pnb 

“ They not only laid their hands upon the head of the elder, 
but also saluted him with the title, Rabbi, and said to him, 
Behold thou art promoted, and hast authority to judge, even in 
cases of mulct.” Here the conferring the title of Rabbi is 
made an integral part of the act of promotion, whereas the 
Baal Aruch says that the title of Rabbi was not in use until 
after the time of Hillel. The assertion, therefore, that the 
office of Rabbi existed without the name, even from the time 
of Moses, is not only unsupported by any proof from the 
inspired writings, but is inconsistent with other assertions of 
the rabbies themselves ; and is, besides, found very close to a 
palpable untruth, and is therefore unworthy of credit. Thus 
the antiquity of the rabbinic office is destroyed, and appears to 
be a comparatively new invention : so that those who profess 
the religion of the rabbies cannot pretend to have the religion 
of Moses or of their forefathers, but that of a new set of 
teachers, who did not arise until a very few years before the 
destruction of the second temple. One of the common ob- 
jections of modern Jews against Christianity is, its novelty. 
They say that we have got a new religion, whereas they have 
the "ancient religion ; that we follow a new teacher, but that 
they follow Moses. The foregoing examination shows how j 
little ground they have for such a boast. If novelty be a valid I 


TITLE OF RABBI. 


331 


objection, they must confess that the religion of the rabhies is 
false. If the distance of time that elapsed between Moses and 
Jesus of Nazareth constitute a fair ground of objection, it is as 
valid against the rabbies as against the Lord Jesus. Nay, if 
supposed novelty be the reason why they reject Christianity, 
they must now reject the religion of the rabbies, and embrace 
that of Christ. We have proved that the religion of the 
rabbies is a novelty, and every one knows that one peculiar 
feature in the teaching of Jesus of Nazareth was, that he 
opposed the rabbinic doctrines, that is, he opposed novelty: 
this opposition, therefore, is presumptive evidence that the 
Lord Jesus retained the ancient religion, and has on that very 
account a claim upon all those who profess to venerate an- 
tiquity. At all events the charge of novelty can be as fairly 
urged against Rabbinism as against Christianity, and every 
Jew who urges it, is, if he be in earnest about truth, bound to 
compare Christianity with the law and the prophets, in order 
to ascertain ^whether it be a new religion or not. One thing is 
certain, that the ordinances of no religion can be farther from 
the Mosaic appointment than those of Rabbinism. The Rab- 
binists have rejected the religious teachers appointed by Moses, 
and have chosen others, who cannot pretend even to any degree 
of antiquity; and not only so, but even when the possibility 
of having regularly appointed rabbies ceased, they preferred 
those, who in fact have no authority at all, to those teachers 
appointed in the law. The oral law makes promotion neces- 
sary to the exercise of the rabbinical office, and limits the 
ceremony of promotion by two conditions, first, that it be 
conferred with the consent of the S'tEO > as we have seen 
above, and, secondly, that it be performed in the land of 
Israel : — 

I'sa'iDn ibsjff y-iNb mnrQ enpr psam r« 
Visa vn , bs-irir y-isa 'can: 

: yaaia fs ynsb yinn laram 

“ Elders arc not promoted anywhere, except in the land of 
Israel ; even although the promoters should have been pro- 
moted there themselves. Yea, though the persons conferring 
the promotion be in the land, if the person to be promoted be 
outside the land, the promotion is not to take place.” Now it 
is plain that these conditions cannot be fulfilled. The great 
majority of the present rabbies have never been in the land 
of Israel ; and even if they had been, there has not been a 
prince for many a century. For centuries, therefore, 
there has not been a rabbi promoted to the office as the oral 
law requires ; and yet the Jews, rather than have the priests, 
the sons of Levi, still keep up the shadow of the rabbinical 
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office. A more determined opposition to the institutions of 
Moses cannot be imagined. First, the Jewish people rejected 
the ordinance of Moses, and devised an order of teachers of 
their own, limited by certain conditions. Then God, in great 
mercy, made the fulfilment of those conditions impossible. He 
took away the prince, he drove them out of the land of Israel, 
to give them, as it were, an opportunity, yea, to compel them 
to return to his own appointment : but in vain. Although the 
Jews cannot fulfil the conditions of their own devising, and 
could fulfil God’s appointment, they refuse the latter, and have 
invented something newer still, and that is, an order of re- 
ligious teachers, who have not even the qualifications required 
by the oral law. Truly this is to transgress, for the mere sake 
of transgressing. How, then, can the Jews pretend to be dis- 
ciples of Moses, or assert that the Mosaic law is unchangeable ? 
Now, for near two thousand years they have lived in dis- 
obedience to one of Moses’ simplest commandments, and have 
changed one of the essential institutions of the law. The 
most superficial reader of the writings of Moses must see, that 
a charge of prime importance was assigned to the family of 
Levi, not only as respected the ministration in the temple, but 
also with regard to the instruction of the people. God in His 
providence has deprived them of the former. The Jews them- 
selves, by rejecting the commands of Moses, have taken away 
the latter office, and thus have destroyed not only the interior, 
but actually demolished the external form of the Mosaic edifice. 
It is, therefore, as we have said, a most difficult problem to 
account for the profession which modern Jews make of zeal for 
the law of Moses, and one which well deserves the considera- 
tion of the Jews themselves. Why should they profess to be 
disciples of Moses, when they openly trample upon his com- 
mands, and reject both the substance and the form of his 
religion ? If they really believe that obedience to the law of 
Moses is necessary to salvation, they ought instantly to rein- 
state the family or Levi in their office. But if they prefer the 
new religion of the rabbies to the old religion of Moses, then 
they, ought honestly to say so ; and not go on halting between 
two opinions. Ana they ought to do this, not merely to avoid 
the charge of inconsistency before men, but to satisfy their 
own consciences before Goa. How can any man reasonably 
hope to be saved by a religion whose commands he constantly 
transgresses, and never intends to obey? And yet this is 
exactly the case with the Kabbinists with regard to the law 
of Moses. There have been attempts at reform amongst the 
Jews, but we have never heard of any who intended to restore 
the family of Levi to their office ; and yet, without this, there 
is no return to the Mosaic institutions. 

A disciple of the rabbies may perhaps think, that he can 
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retort this argument upon the Christians, and say that J esus of 
Nazareth was not of the tribe of Levi. Certainly he was not ; 
but as the Messiah, the prophets foretold that he was to be 
of the tribe of Judah: and as the Messiah, promised and 
appointed of God, he has a right to the obedience of all, both 
Jew and Gentile. If he had been only an ordinary prophet, 
he would have had a divine right to teach the people and to 
require their obedience; for, besides the priests, God also 
appointed prophets, but to the prophetic office the rabbies do 

i not lay claim. The Lord Jesus, on the contrary, claimed not 
only the prophetic character, but asserted that he was the 
Messiah, and proved the truth of his claims by exhibiting 
miraculous powers, and especially by his resurrection from the 
' dead. As a prophet, therefore, and above all, as the Messiah, 
his teaching in no wise interfered with the office of the priests : 
and his conduct, as recorded in the New Testament, shows 

I that, though in determined and constant opposition to the 
'Pharisees, the advocates of the oral law, he never lifted up 
his voice against the office of the priesthood. On the contrary, 
when occasion offered, he showed a scrupulous regard for the 
commandments of Moses respecting the priests ; as for instance 
when he healed the leper, he “ said unto him, See thou tell no 
man ; but go thy way, show thyself to the priests, and offer 
the gift that Moses commanded, for a testimony unto them.” 
(Matt. viii. 4.) And this conduct is perfectly conformable to 
one professed object of the Lord Jesus, which was to vindicate 
the authority of the law against the unauthorized additions of 
men. He professed himself the defender of the Mosaic law, 
and opposed the whole system of the Itabbinists, on the profes- 
sed ground that they made it void by their traditions. The 
objections, therefore, whieh we have brought against the oral 
law, as overturning the institutions of Moses, cannot be ap- 
plied to the doctrines or conduct of the Lord Jesus Christ. 
He never opposed the priests, never interfered with their 
office, never diminished aught from their authority. In these 
most important respects, the doctrine of Jesus of Nazareth 
is necessarily more agreeable to the law of Moses than the 
traditions of the Pharisees, who have forcibly altered that 
great institution of Moses, the Levitie priesthood, and have 
themselves usurped the office and the lights of the piiests. 
Modern Judaism is directly in opposition to the Mosaic law, 
and has at present no excuse for its opposition. The Jews of 
the dispersion cannot possibly keep its requirements concern- 
ing the promotion of rabbies ; their adherence, therefore, to 
that system has now the appearance of mere gratuitous and 
wilful hatred to the law of Moses. They profess to know the 
family of the priests, and could therefore restore them to their 
offiee, if they pleased. What is there to prevent them? 
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Nothing but the want of love for Moses and his institutions. 
We are convinced that many of the Jews have never considered 
this matter, or they would not act as they do. The habits of 
thought induced by early education, the customs of their na- 
tion for two thousand years, have drawn a sort of veil over 
their understandings, so that they have not been able to see 
the palpable inconsistency of professing a zeal for Moses, whilst 
they do homage to principles which cut up his institutions by 
the roots. Until the priests be reinstated in their functions 
and their rights, as the divinely appointed teachers of religion, 
the Jews can have no ground whatever to pretend that they 
are disciples of Moses. They are, at present, nothing but 
partisans of the sect of the llabbinists. And if they choose to 
persevere in their attachment to this sect, they are bound, as 
honest men, to renounce all profession of regard for the law of 
Moses. 
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It is certain that the Jews cannot appeal to the law of 
the prophets to defend their rejection of the old religion of 
Moses, and their preference for the new religion of the 
rabbies. Neither Moses nor the prophets knew anything 
about the rabbies. They are quite a new order of men, 
never heard of until the Jewish polity was tottering to its 
destruction. There is, however, another argument to which 
they might appeal, in order to justify the reception of new 
religious teachers, and that is, the existence of the Sanhe- 
drin. It may be said, that when the rabbies arose and 
taught, both they and their doctrines were approved by 
this great council, and that this approval is sufficient to 
establish the justice of their claims, and the truth of what 
they taught. Indeed, the rabbinists do actually look upon 
the Sanhedrin as the great foundation on which the oral 
law rests : — 

min ip's cn D'btin-i'oti? bn:n pi rrc • 
bob kti' taetpai pm crrai nsimn 'to cm 

mmn *>d bs ncssa? rrnn nrrccn vrbsi tbs-itm 
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13'31 nt£?!23 pEN3il b31 i!27V HIVD IT 1111 ' lt£?S 
ptv'bi ?n'bs rnn ntvvn iiabb 3"n iminn 

: ]rrbv 

“ The Great Council in Jerusalem is the foundation-stone 
of the oral law, and the pillars of the doctrine : and from 
them the statute and the judgment goes forth to all Israel. 
They have the warrant of the law, for it is said, ‘ According 
to the sentence of the law which they shall teach thee,’ &c. 
(Deut. xvii. 11); which is ail affirmative precept, and every 
one who believes in Moses our master, and in his law, is 
bound to rest the practice of the law on them, and to lean 
on them.” (Hilchoth Mamrim, c. i. 1.) Here the indis- 
pensable duty of every Israelite to follow the decisions of 
the Sanhedrin is plainly asserted : it becomes, then, abso- 
lutely necessary for us to examine into the nature of the 
foundation on which claims so unlimited are based. One 
• would suppose that, at the very least, the Sanhedrin was 
infallible, and could never say or do anything wrong ; for 
if this council was liable to error, and yet undeviating 
obedience to its decisions required, whenever they went 
wrong, all Israel must have gone wrong also. But yet, 
strange to say, the infallibility of the Sanhedrin is not only 
not asserted, but plainly denied — yea, the possibility of error 
unequivocally intimated, and even provided for : — 

no 'S3 nnan p nnsa iamt£? bn: pi rra 
cn'-ins iiavi i pi i:n -p pina? cm'vs nNi:E? 
n» 'S3 pi mio m 'in mis nrob ins pi n '3 

C'O'3 n'il' ltt?S T331©n bs 1J3S:C? i 1'3'V3 ilHi:2? 

i imsa? pi n'3 ins sbs robb 3"n i:'s enn 
:n :3 irnam n:pn i:pn is mw mac? pi n '3 
ins i*3 ennns i 2 Si »bsi®' b33 i3in iati?si 
napnn nms npvbi c':ic?sin c'i3i bmb 2?p3i 
n'n'a? iv bis' i3's an:an misi niT:n nmsi 
: i3i pas23i nopra B'aWKin p bn: 

“When a great council has decided by one of the rules, 
and according to the best of their judgment, that the judg- 
ment is so and so, and has passed sentence ; if there arise 
after them another council of a contrary opinion, the latter 
may reverse the sentence, and pass another according to the 
best of their judgment, for it is said, ‘ Unto the judge that 
shall be in those days * (Deut. xvii. 9) ; thou art, therefore, 
not bound to follow any other but the existing council. 
But if a council decree a decree, or ordain an ordinance, or 
sanction a custom, and the thing has spread in all Israel; 
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and there arise after them another council, which wishes to 
abrogate the former things, and to root out that ordinance, 
decree, or custom, it is not permitted, unless they excel the 
former in wisdom and in number.” (Ibid. c. ii. 1, 2.) Ac- 
cording to this doctrine the Sanhedrin in one generation 
may teach one doctrine, and in the next generation another 
Sanhedrin may abrogate all the legislative acts of the former, 
and teach another doctrine, and yet, though one of the two 
must necessarily be in the wrong, Israel is bound to obey 
both 5 and thus the law is made to sanction disobedience to 
itself. Nay, more, the will of God is made actually to de- 
pend upon the wit and the will of man. Instead of being 
eternal and unchangeable truth, it must vary with each 
succeeding generation, so that what was truth to a father, 
might be falsehood to his son ; and eveiy new Sanhedrin 
would, in fact, have the power to make a new law. How, 
then, can the Jews pretend that the Mosaic law is unchange- 
able ? Here it is asserted, that the J ews are to receive, as 
the law of Moses, whatever the Sanhedrin may think right 
to teach — and that eveiy new Sanhedrin may overturn the 
doctrines of their predecessors, and teach the veiy opposite ; 
so that instead of being eternal, the law would be one oi 
the most changeable tilings in the world, and might never 
last the same for even two generations. But how can any 
man possibly believe, that a command so preposterous should 
come from God, or that he would deliver over his people 
Israel, bound hand and foot, into the power of seventy- 
one persons, and require unconditional obedience, no matter 
whether these persons were in the right or in the wrong ? 
Pretensions so extravagant justly excite suspicion, and entirely 
destroy the credit of those that make them. They betray an 
inordinate lust of power, and savour far more strongly of 
ambition than piety. It was no doubt very convenient 
for the members of the Sanhedrin to be able to reverse the 
decisions of their predecessors. On these terms, the law could 
never stand in the way of their own schemes. No matter how 
it had been explained or understood before, they had the 
power of giving a new interpretation to suit their own 
purpose. It is truly wonderful how the Jews can suffer them- 
selves to be deluded by an imposture so exceedingly coarse. 
A child ought to be able to see, that God could never require a 
man to renounce his understanding, and to receive two direct 
contradictions as true. 

The manifest absurdity of this doctrine is sufficient to prove 
that the passage cited from l)eut. xvii. is misinterpreted and 
misapplied ; and a little consideration will show that it does not 
refer to the Sanhedrin at all. In the first place there is no 
mention of that council, nor any thing that even implies a re- 
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ference to such a body. The command of God is, “ Thou shalt 
come unto the priests, the Levites , and unto the judge that shall 
he in those days, and inquire.” It is not said to the judges, 
but to the judge toDTOn . To these, and not to the Sanhedrin, 
Moses requires absolute obedienee, and that for a just and suffi- 
cient reason, because, as we have shown in Number 2, they had 
the means of obtaining an infallible answer by means of the 
E'Dirp E'H'IN Urim and Thummim. It was the privilege of 
Israel to be able to ask counsel immediately of God ; and it was 
therefore only rational to expect unconditional obedience to 
the command of the Almighty. Such decisions were absolutely 
unchangeable as God himself, for “ He is not a man that he 
should He, nor the son of man that He should repent and no 
man in his senses would have thought of getting a sentence of 
this kind reversed. These words ean therefore by no means 
apply to a tribunal fallible in judgment, and as ehangeable in 
its opinions as in the persons or which it was composed : but if 
this passage does not apply, there is no other in the Bible which 
requires us to receive the decision of the Sanhedrin as of divine 
authority, nor in the oral law either, for it supposes that this 
council was capable of mistake. Consequently, the Sanhedrin’s 
approval of the new order and new religion of the rabbies is of 
no weight whatever. The Bible does not command us to be- 
lieve that they were always in the right ; and they themselves 
tell us that they might be in the wrong, and therefore might 
be in the wrong in their approval of the rabbies. 

But the truth is, that neither the Bible nor history gives us 
any warrant whatever for regarding the Sanhedrin as a Mosaic 
institution. In the first place, it is never once mentioned either 
in the Law or in the Prophets. The word Sanhedrin is Greek, 
and so far as it goes would lead us to suppose that this tribunal 
was not instituted until some time after the building of the 
second temple, and after the Greek occupation of the land, 
when the Jews had become acquainted with the Greek language. 
This Greek word would lead us even to suppose that the San- 
hedrin was instituted by the Greek rulers, and that they gave 
the tribunal its name. If it had been an old Mosaic institution, 
the Jews themselves, who hated the Greeks, and that with good 
reason, would never have given it a Greek name : and eveii if 
the Greeks had assigned this name to a Jewish tribunal, which 
had previously existed, the Jews would not have adopted it. 
It is true that there is also a Hebrew name for this tribunal, 
bvun rPE, “ The great house of judgment,” but if this 
had been the original name, it is not at all likely that the Greek 
name would have supplanted it ; whereas if it was a Greek insti- 
tution, and therefore had a Greek name, it is not to be wondered 
at that that name should have obtained general currency, or 
that it should also be translated into Hebrew. The Hebrew 
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name will not do more than the Greek to prove the antiquity 
of the tribunal, for it never once occurs in the Bible, and it 
would be very strange, if this council had existed from the time 
of Moses, that it should never once be mentioned. The High 
Court of Parliament does not hold a more important place in 
the history of this cquntry, than the Sanhedrin must have done 
in the history of Israel, if it had really existed : how then are 
we to account for the fact, that neither the historians nor the 
prophets of Israel ever make the most distant allusion to its 
being ? If the rabbies speak truth, the prophets, the high priests, 
and the kings of Israel, were mere ciphers compared with the 
Sanhedrin, for it had supreme power over them all, and could 
try, condemn, and exeeute them, and yet they are mentioned 
again and again, and the Sanhedrin passed by in mysterious 
ilenee ! There are two books of Kings, and two of Chronicles, 
relating the history of the lloyal rulers of Israel, but the Su- 
preme Council of the nation, the rulers of kings and priests, the 
foundation-stone of the law, the pillar of religion, have never 
obtained even a casual notice ! Is this at all probable ? Would 
it be possible to write a history of the British Constitution 
without ever onee mentioning the existence of the Parliament? 
And yet this is what has happened, according to the rabbies, 
to the essential feature of the Constitution of Israel. Neither 
the lawgiver, nor the historians, nor the prophets, have said 
one word about it. 

The rabbies have felt the necessity of finding something or 
other in the written law, that would look like the recognition 
of the Sanhedrin, and have therefore fixed on two passages 
which they think will serve their eause. One is that to whieh 
we have already alluded, “Thou shalt come unto the priests tho 
Levites, and unto the judge that shall be in those days.” (Deut. 
xvii. 9.) We have already said sufficient to show that this 
passage is totally irrelevant, and now add one remark more, 
which is in itself decisive, and that is, that the constitution of 
the Sanhedrin, as described in the oral law, is altogether at 
variance with the conditions laid down in this passage. The 
oral law says — 

-i»w:u7 □'ibi D'om nbrn vmnaon nvnb msm 
iVas is"a sb csi cnbn D'anan bs nszn msatp 
: inia rtT '-in n'bw-ia?' obis vn 

" The command is, that there should be in the great Sanhedrin, 
priests and Levites, for it is said, 4 Thou shalt eome to the priests, 
the Levites/ But if they find none, yea, though they be all 
mere Israelites, this is lawful.” (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, e. ii. 2.) 
According to this the Sanhedrin was to consist of three distinct 
classes, priests, Levites, and Israelites ; but Moses does not say 
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one word of the Levites, as distinguished from the priests. His 
words are, “ Thou shalt come to the priests, the Levites.” He 
does not say, “ The priests and the Levites j” but simply, “ The 
priests, the Levites ;” from which it is plain that he was speak- 
ing only of that one class of the sons of Levi, who had the office 
of the priesthood ; but not of that other class, whose only title 
was “ The Levites.” This is the first difference. The second 
is like it, inasmuch as it is also an unauthorized addition, and 
that is, that there should he Israelites members of this council, 
of whom Moses docs not say one word more than he does of 
the Levites. Besides the priests, Moses mentions none but the 
judge > not the judges, so that if the judge was an Is- 

raelite, there could at the very most be only one Israelite amongst 
those whom Moses appoints as the highest court of appeal in 
Israel. But if the judge tDDItPn was himself a priest, then 
there was not even one Israelite ; but the court was composed 
exclusively of priests. This court cannot, therefore, be the same 
as the Sanhedrin, which was to be composed of all the three 
classes. Thirdly, the oral law says, That though the Sanhedrin 
should not reckon one priest amongst its members, but should 
consist entirely of Israelites, that still it is lawful ; this court can, 
therefore, never be the same as that of which Moses says, “Thou 
shalt come to the priests, the Levites, and to the judge.” The 
court which the rabbies have appointed might not have even 
one priest, and yet they ask us to believe that this is identical 
with that, which, according to the appointment of Moses, could 
never have more than one Israelite, but might, and in the days 
of Eli actually did, consist exclusively of priests. Truly the 
rabbies must have calculated upon disciples with a most inor- 
dinate measure of credulity. The man that would believe this, 
would believe that black is white ; or as Rashi says, that his 
right hand is the left, and his left hand the right. And this is 
really what modern Judaism expects, and absolutely commands 
in so many words. In Rashi’s commentary on the words “Thou 
thalt not decline from the sentence which they shall show thee, 
to the right nor to the left” (Deut. xvii. 11); which words, as 
we have seen, the rabbies apply to the Sanhedrin, he says — 

bsnttf bsn bsau? sms pa' bi? "jb nais ib'ss 

: pa' sma? 

“ Yea, though they should tell thee of the right hand, that 
it is the left, and of the left hand, that it is the right.” Of 
course men that expected from their followers this perfeet re- 
nunciation of reason, might say any thing they liked, and 
might therefore ask them to believe that a court consisting 
of all priests was identical with one from which priests were 
altogether excluded. But as we are not willing to give up 
that reason, which we consider a noble gift of God, we cannot 
Q 2 
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help thinking that these two eonrts are as different as day and 
night, and that the appointment of Moses does not in the 
remotest degree serve as a w r arrant for the appointment of 
the Sanhedrin. Indeed, the sad perplexity of the rabbies to 
find out some passage or other on which to father their own 
inventions, and the desperate necessity which they felt of 
appealing to this passage, proves to ns most satisfactorily, 
that the Sanhedrin is not a Mosaic institution at all. It is 
as impossible that there conld be two supreme courts, as that 
a man can have two heads. Moses did appoint a supreme 
court, from which there was no appeal, as is plain from the 
words, “ Thou shalt come to the priests, the Levites, and to 
the judge,” and we have proved that this court is not identical 
with the Sanhedrin. But according to the rabbies, the San- 
hedrin was a supreme court ; if, therefore, it had existed, 
there would have been two supreme courts, perfectly inde- 
pendant of each other, which is plainly impossible. It never 
entered into the head even of human lawgivers to be guilty of 
sueli absurdity, and it would be an affront to the wisdom of 
the Almighty to suppose that he had sanctioned it in his own 
law. This one argument is in itself sufficient to overthrow the 
doctrine of a Sanhedrin as taught in the oral law. It was not 
only unknown to Moses, but is directly opposed to his own 
institution. 

This portion of the oral law is, however, most important for 
proving the total disregard, or rather contempt, which the 
rabbies had for the institutions of Moses, and the motives by 
which they were actuated. Moses ordained a supreme court 
of judicature, to consist exclusively of priests, together with 
the chief civil governor for the time being. The rabbies not 
only did not choose to obey the command of Moses, but actu- 
ally abrogated his institution, and set up another instead of it. 
They were probably enabled to do this in the time of confusion 
which followed the Greek conquest. The Greeks, who cared 
nothing for Moses or his laws, naturally disregarded the 
priests and the lawful civil governor ; and therefore when 
they conquered the land, sat up a tribunal of their own, com- 
posed not of those whom Moses had appointed, but of any 
whom they could find. Indeed, to secure their own dominion, 
their natural policy was to exclude those who had previously 
held the reins of government. To this new tribunal they 
of course gave a Greek name, and called it in their own lan- 
guage, vvvedpLov, or, as the Talmud pronounces it, Sanhedrin. 
The Jews, whom they appointed members, liked the power 
which it gave them, and therefore, when the Greeks were 
gone, endeavoured to perpetuate it ; and as they could not 
find a warrant for it in the written law, declared that the 
institution was a part of the oral law : and thus, to gratify 
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their own ambition, trampled upon the law of Moses. T his is 
the probable history of the rise of the Sanhedrin ; but however 
that be, it is certain that it is directly opposed to that supreme 
court appointed by Moses, and that it was love of power which 
induced the rabbies to sanction it. They thereby depressed the 
authority of the priests and the civil governor, and in fact 
became the dictators of the Jewish commonwealth. A tribunal 
supported from such motives, and so directly subversive of the 
commands of' Moses, cannot prove to any lover of the old re- 
ligion the authority of the rabbies. Indeed, the approval of 
such a body would go far to prove that the oral law and the 
rabbies were Moses’s enemies. The Mosaic law was first pulled 
down before the Sanhedrin could be built up, and it was 
founded on the ruins of the Mosaic institutions. 

We have not space at present to enter into the other passage 
which the rabbies cite in proof of the authority of the Sanhed- 
rin, but hope to do so in our next number — not that it is neces- 
sary to the argument, but simply because it is our earnest wish 
that the people of Israel should see how the rabbies are in 
difficulty to find even a semblance of proof for the foundation- 
stone of their whole fabric. That one passage from Deuter- 
onomy — “ Thou shalt come unto the priests, the Levites, and 
unto the judge,” is quite sufficient to prove that Moses did 
not institute the Sanhedrin* but that, on the contrary, it must 
have been established by some determined enemies of the 
Mosaic law ; and that it was perpetuated by those whose am- 
bition led them to usurp power, which Moses had committed 
unto others. We have thus another proof that modem Juda- 
ism has demolished even the external form of the Mosaic 
constitution. The rabbies were not content with rejecting the 
religion of Moses, and easting out the religious teachers whom 
he had appointed, but have also revolutionized the national 
polity. Moses ordained a supreme council, consisting of the 
priests, the Levites, together with the judge, the chief civil 
governor ; but the rabbies have preferred a tribunal estab- 
lished by idolatrous Greeks, because this Greek institution 
gave the power into their own hands. No wonder that the 
God of Moses destroyed their city, and put an end to that de- 
lusion with which ambitious and wicked men deceived his 
people Israel. 
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The Sanhedrin is, as we said in our last number, the founda- 
tion-stone on which the authority of the rabbies, and the whole 
fabric of tradition rests. Take away this, and not the shadow 
of an argument remains to justify the Jews in their rejection 
of the Mosaic religion, and their demolition of the Mosaic 
constitution. But this we have done. Enough has already 
been said to make it probable that the Sanhedrin, with its 
Greek name, was invented and established by the idolatrous 
Greeks ; and to make it certain that it is subversive of the 
Supreme Coimcil established by Moses, and that, for that 
reason, it was not one of his institutions. We have already 
disposed of one of the passages which the rabbies quote from 
the Pentateuch, to prove the Divine authority of the Sanhe- 
drin ; but, as they have, with much difficulty, found two, we 
now proceed to consider the second. It is quoted in the 
following manner : — 

rrrp nasi bN-urra vm pimp j'n yd naD 
Kim » anpaa bran pi no nbnna paaip < paa 
•»b naaw ias:a’ < caaai nbvn mn:o w-ip:n 
natvw i p'aa bs rroat bs-itz?' apia dtn n^ati? 

: s"a rn iaa ct» iaa'nm 

“ How many councils (or tribunals) ought to be established 
in Israel, and of how many members ought they to consist ? 
Ans. The Great Council in the temple called the Great Sanhe- 
drin, ought to be. established first, and the number of its 
members ought to be seventy-one ; for it is said, ‘ Gather unto 
me seventy men of the elders of Israel and to them Moses is 
to be added, and as it is said, ‘ And they shall stand there with 
thee/ (Numb. xi. 16.) This makes seventy-one.” (Hilchoth 
Sanhedrin, c. i. 2.) Here the rabbies have certainly found the 
number seventy-one ; but to prove that this was the Sanhedrin, 
they ought first, to show, that these seventy-one persons were 
not to be scattered through the tribes, but always to remain 
together as one council ; and, secondly, that this council was 
to be permanent ; and, thirdly, that this council did really 
exist from the time of Moses to the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
and, fourthly, and most important of all, that this was the 
Supreme Council ; for even if the other three points could be 
made out, they would be insufficient without this. The San- 
hedrin claims to be the Supreme Council, and, therefore, if it 
cannot be shown, that the assembly of the seventy elders is 
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identical with the Supreme Council appointed by Moses, this 
passage is of no more use than the former one. Now, respecting 
the three first points, nothing whatever is said, either in the 
Law or the Prophets. And respecting the fourth, even if we 
grant the three first, we can shew that these seventy elders did 
not constitute the Supreme Council of the nation. We have 
proved in our last paper, that the supreme power was vested in 
an exclusive council composed of the priests, together with the 
judge tOSItOTj hut the seventy elders, here spoken of, were to 
be chosen promiscuously from tne tribes of Israel, and therefore 
cannot be identical with that exclusive assembly; and there- 
fore did not compose the Supreme Council ; and therefore had 
nothing of the nature of the Sanhedrin, which pretended to he 
supreme over all. Thus it appears on examination, that there 
is not one text in the whole law of Moses, which authorizes 
the establishment of such a council as the Sanhedrin ; hut that 
on the contrary, it stands in direct opposition to that order of 
things prescribed by Moses. 

We can, however, go farther, and show that all the particulars 
which the rabbies detail concerning it are manifest falsehoods ; 
and that, if the J e ws choose to believe what the oral law says 
concerning the Sanhedrin they must not only give up Moses, but 
renounce all the other inspired writers of the Old Testament. 
The particular and exclusive duties of the Sanhedrin are thus 
detailed : — 

i N"3? Vi 2 pi fra 'D by sbs pT»y» ps 
ip bybi tsriDi aat» bib map mma paw psi 
ns sb p:i psi i sp b w pi na p by sbs ipi 
ns tsbi -iptcn t-om ns sbi ibn mine? aaan 
bns i brr:n pi nan sbs mam ana bvnn ]na 
sbi siaa pt pany ps pi i nraban mnaa an 
maa sbs nann ns ppaa sbi nm:n my ptsiy 
sbi nnyn bin -inn by poma psi > bnnn pi 
n by sbs bbnn mnabi menn nanbab psma 
: -pbs is'a' bn;n iam ba lassty i bimn pi ma 

“ A king is not to be appointed except by the decision of the 
Great Council of Seventy-one. The minor councils through 
the tribes and towns are not to he established except by the 
Council of Seventy-one. Judgment is not to he passed on a 
tribe that has been entirely seduced, nor upon a false prophet, 
nor upon a high priest in capital cases, except by the Great 
Council, tin mere money matters the tribunal of three is 
competent.) In like manner an elder is not declared rebellious, 
nor a city dealt with as seduced,* nor the bitter waters admi- 

* Compare Deut. xiii. 13, and Hilchoth Accum, c. iv. 
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nistered to the suspected adulteress, except by the Great 
Council. Neither is an addition made to the city nor to the 
courts. Neither are armies led forth to the wars of permission ; 
nor the elders led forth to measure in the case of a slain person 
(Deut. xxi. 1, &c.), except hy command of the Great Council, for 
it is said, ‘ Every great matter they shall bring to thee.’ (Exod. 
xviii. 22.)” (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, c. v. 1.) Such is the power 
and jurisdiction attributed by the rabbies to the Sanhedrin, 
and whieh we have now to consider. The mere reading over 
of these details is sufficient to convince any reasonable man 
that the whole affair is a waking dream of some man or men, 
intoxicated with the love of dominion. No man in his senses 
can believe that God could be the author of a despotism so 
dreadful over the minds and bodies of men. In the first place, 
here is an aristocraey of seventy persons, described as having 
supreme jurisdiction over the King, the High Priest, the 
Prophets, and the people — possessing the power not only to 
judge individuals, but to pass sentence on whole cities and 
tribes, and utterly to destroy them if they pleased — and this 
without any other law or precedent to guide them than their 
own will — and, inasmuch as they were self-elective, subject to 
no control whatever, either of the king or the people. We 
have heard mueh of corrupt corporations lately, but any thing 
at all equal to the self-eleetive corporation of the Sanhedrin we 
never heard of, excepting another college of seventy-one, the 
grand council of another oral law of later date. It is vain to 
say that this body was controlled by the law of Moses. When 
the Sanhedrin existed there was no law of Moses, but their 
own will. They expounded the law as they liked ; and as we 
saw in our last, were not bound even by the decisions of their 
predecessors : and if any man dared to think for himself or to 
dispute their interpretation, he was strangled : — 

: pins mrv'a DfTnm br rrnattf csn bs 

“ Strangulation was the mode of execution for any learned 
man, who rebelled against their words. (Hilehoth Mamrim, 
c. i 2.) They had thus the power to make the law say what 
they liked : and there was no power on earth to control them. 
If they had been appointed by the king, or elected by the 
people, they would have been responsible for the abuse of 
their power; but they elected their members, and could be 
deposed by none but themselves. A despotism so complete 
and so dreadful, so inimical to personal security, and so sub- 
versive of all liberty of eonseienee, eould never have been 
created by God, but must necessarily be the offspring of the 
distempered brain of man. We can hardly believe that many 
Jews, except the Talmudistie zealots, who might hope to be 
made members wish for the restoration of the Sanhedrin ; and 
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yet, if they do not, they do not believe in the Jewish religion, 
for the re-establishment of that Great Council is the consum- 
mation of Judaism : and if they do not believe in this religion, 
can they consider themselves honest men in professing it ? 

But we must proceed to consider on what authority the 
rabbies make these claims to such extensive jurisdiction. One 
would expect to find some distinct command of God, expressly 
addressed to the council ; but no, their only authority is the 
words of Jethro to Moses, “Every great matter they shall 
bring to thee ; ” a plain confession that there is in the whole 
Bible nothing to warrant their pretensions, or they never 
would have taken refuge in words so totally irrelevant. 
Indeed, we are rather surprised that they appealed to the 
Bible at all, for such an appeal is fatal to all their pretensions. 
Just let us examine some of the particulars detailed above, by 
the light of God’s word. The first pretension is, that “A king 
is not to be appointed except by the decision of the Great 
Council of Seventy-one.” Now is this true ? Is it possible to 
show that any one of the Kings of Israel was appointed by the 
Sanhedrin ? Not one ; but it is possible to prove of many that 
they were appointed without any reference whatever to any 
such council. Take, for instance, Saul, the first king of 
Israel ; what had the Sanhedrin to do with his election to the 
kingly office P Nothing at all. So far as man was concerned, 
Samuel, and Samuel alone, was the instrument of his election. 
When the people wished a king, they did not go to the 
Sanhedrin, but to Samuel. He dissuaded them, “ Nevertheless, 
the people refused to obey the voice of Samuel.” Would they 
have ventured to do so if he had been president of so dreadful 
a council as the Sanhedrin ? When Saul was anointed, it was 
not by the Sanhedrin, nor by their command. No man was 
present but the king elect and the prophet. “ Then Samuel 
took a vial of oil, and poured it upon his head, and kissed him, 
and said, Is it not because the Lord hath anointed thee to be 
captain over his inheritance ?” (1 Sam. x. 1.) And when 

Saul was solemnly confirmed before the people, Samuel w r as 
still the sole agent. “ Samuel called the people together unto 
the Lord to Mizpeh, and said, Now therefore present yourselves 
before the Lord by your tribes and by your thousands; and 
Saul the son of Kish was taken.” (xi. 17 — 21.) It cannot be 
pretended that the Sanhedrin had anything whatever to do 
with the matter. But let us try another instance. Let us 
look at the election of David ; was he chosen by the voice of 
the Sanhedrin ? Just as little as Saul. Samuel was again 
the sole agent. “ The Lord said unto Samuel, How long w ilt 
thou mourn for Saul, seeing I have rejected him from reigning 
over Israel ? Fill thine horn with oil and go ,* I will send thee 
to Jesse, the Bethlchemite ; for I have provided me a king 
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among his sons.” And so Samuel went and anointed him, 
without any intervention whatever of the Sanhedrin, or any 
one else. These two cases are sufficient to prove the falsehood 
of the rabbinic pretensions ; but there is one more decisive 
still, and that is the case of Solomon. Adonijah had made 
himself king, and Bathsheba, by the advice of Nathan the 
prophet, took measures to make her son Solomon king. But 
to whom did Nathan advise her to go ? Did he tell her to go 
to the Sanhedrin and to seek justice ? No, but to go to David 
the king, and to him she accordingly went, and found him 
not in council, or surrounded by the members of the San- 
hedrin, but with Abishag, the Shunammite, ministering to 
him ; and David, without asking any advice, sware unto her, 
“ Assuredly Salomon, thy son, shall reign after me.” The 
Sanhedrin had nothing whatever to do with the matter. The 
assertion, then, that “Nothing was appointed except by the 
authority of the Sanhedrin,” is a gross falsehood, and veiy 
evidently made by ambitious men, grasping after power to 
which they had no right. 

In like manner, we might appeal to history to show, that 
the tribe of Dan was judged, and that Saul, David, and the 
other kings of Israel, waged wars without once consulting the 
Sanhedrin ; but there is one of these pretensions so directly 
opposed to the plain letter of the Mosaic law, that we prefer 
noticing it. The oral law says, that the waters of jealousy 
were not administered except by the authority of the Sanhe- 
drin. But what says Moses ? When the spirit of jealousy 
comes upon a man, does he tell him to bring his wife to the 
Sanhedrin ? No, but to the priest. “ Then shall the man 
bring his wife unto the priest,” & c. (Numb. v. 15.) What 
then is the priest to do ? Is he to go first to the Sanhedrin, 
and get its sanction ? No ; as soon as the man has brought 
his wife, and the offering of jealousy, the priest’s business is to 
bring her before the Lord — “ And the priest shall bring her 
near, and set her before the Lord,” — and is then to proceed 
with all the prescribed rites ; and the whole ends with these 
plain words, “ And the priest shall execute upon her all this 
law.” There is not only no mention of the Sanhedrin, but 
immediate power is unequivocally given to the priest, yea, he 
is commanded to proceed without awaiting the decision of any 
other tribunal. Here again, then, the pretenders of rabbinic 
tradition are in direct opposition to the plain commands of 
Moses, and are therefore unfounded. It is unnecessary to 
enter into more of these particulars. The two which we have 
examined are contrary to truth ; and two falsehoods are quite 
enough to shake the credit of any claims. The only possible 
way of establishing the authority of the Sanhedrin, m answer 
to this argument, is, to deny the authority of the Bible. There 
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is no other alternative — either the authors of the Pentateuch, 
the books of Samuel and Kings, are mistaken, or the juris- 
diction of the Sanhedrin is a mere fiction. Moses commands a 
very different institution, and the historical books represent a 
very different form of government. He who receives these 
books as inspired, must renounce the authority of the San- 
hedrin, whilst he who maintains it must give up the sacred 
books. 

There is, however, another tribunal mentioned in the above- 
quoted passage of the oral law which it is necessary to notice, 
and that is the minor Sanhedrin, or council of twenty-three. 
It is said, “ The minor councils through the tribes ana towns 
are not to be established except by the council of seventy -one 
and elsewhere we read : — 

in 3"p nn Bra? bsiBro -l'jn "i'3? bsa pTasa 1 * 

: trim ra cr;a rpm naai-i raap 'mrao -inv 

“ In every city of Israel that contains one hundred and 
twenty Israelites or more, a minor Sanhedrin ought to be 
appointed, and of how many members ought it to consist? 
Of twenty-three judges.” (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, i. 3.) Now 
this is another innovation for which there is no warrant what- 
ever in the law of Moses. “ Moses chose able men out of all 
Israel, and made them heads over the people, rulers of thou- 
sands, rulers of hundreds, rulers of fifties, and rulers of tens. 
And they judged the people at all times.” (Exod. xviii. 25, 26.) 
This is the provision which Moses made for the administration 
of justice, but he says not a syllable about the appointment of 
minor Sanhedrins of twenty-three, so that in this we have 
another instance of the effort, which the rabbies made, to get 
rid of all the Mosaic institutions, and to substitute their own. 
And also another proof that the laws of the Sanhedrin were 
not given by Moses, for they require this Council to appoint 
minor courts, contrary to his ordinances. It appears, then, 
from what has been said in these two papers, that the Sanhe- 
drin was altogether an unlawful tribunal, and that therefore 
the oral law can receive no support from its approval : and it 
appears, further, that modem Judaism has entirely subverted 
that order of things established by Moses. He ordained the 
priests, the Levites, as the teachers of Israel. Modern Judaism 
has turned them out of their office, and substituted the rabbies. 
Moses ordained a Supreme Council, consisting of the priests 
and the judge. Modern Judaism has destroyed that Council, 
and established the Sanhedrin in its place. Moses appointed 
rulers over thousands, hundreds, fifties, and tens. Modern 
Judaism has put an end to that order, and erected new tri- 
bunals of twenty-three. In fact, if it were possible for the 
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J ews to realize all the commands of the oral law in their own 
land, and Moses were to come amongst them again, he could 
never recognize them as his disciples. He would not find one 
of his institutions remaining as he left it. It is quite absurd, 
and if the subject were not so grave, it would be ludicrous to 
hear the Kabbinists exclaiming that the law of Moses is un- 
changeable, when they themselves have changed all its main 
provisions, and made an entirely new religion. But to the 
Jews it ought to be a matter of very serious enquiry, whether 
the Mosaic law is unchangeable or not. If the law be unchange- 
able, then no rabbinical Jew can entertain a reasonable hope 
of salvation, for he professes a religion which has effected the 
most extensive changes. In his creed he denies the lawful- 
ness of change, and in his practice he changes without scruple. 
If the law be unchangeable, it is the boimden duty of every 
Jew to give up at once the new religion of the rabbles, and to 
return with all haste to the institutions of Moses. But if he 
believe that the law is changeable at pleasure, then he ought 
to renounce that article of his creed which teaches its immu- 
tability. In so serious a matter as religion, he ought to endea- 
vour to be consistent, and not halt between two opinions. If 
Moses be his lawgiver, then let him serve him. But if he be 
determined to continue in the new religion of the rabbies, he 
ought to inquire into their character, and the authority and 
motives which led them to overturn the religion of their fore- 
fathers. Is the religion of Moses a bad religion, which it was 
necessary to renounce ? Or, was it only given for a certain 
period, and when that period had expired, exchanged for a 
new one ? Had the rabbies Divine authority for the changes 
which they made, or did they change it for their own con- 
venience and interest ? The nature of the changes looks very 
suspicious, they all added to their influence and power. As 
long as the law of Moses was observed, the rabbies had no 
power either in Church or State. But by the changes which 
they made, they became absolute despots over the bodies and 
souls of all Israel. They had, thus, every possible temptation 
to reject the one and adopt the other. But is this a reason 
why the Jewish people should also reject the law of Moses ? 
They gain nothing, and loose everything, both for time and 
eternity, by the change. By adopting the new religion of the 
rabbies, they give up the use of that most precious gift, their 
reason, in all that regards the law and service of God. A Jew, 
who receives the oral law, can have nothing but a blind faith. 
He has lost the privilege of considering what God requires of 
him, and must simply receive what the rabbies choose to pre- 
scribe as his duty : and if they should even go so far as to tell 
him that his left hand is his right, and his right hand his left, 
he must believe in the decision, and reject the evidences of his 
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senses. Or, if lie should dare to doubt, where Judaism reigns 
triumphant, he must be strangled. There is certainly nothing 
very inviting in this system, nothing that should tempt a man 
to prefer it to the just, and equitable, and rational religion of 
Moses. He gives the law of God into the hands of the Israel- 
ite, and says, “ Behold I have set life and death before you, 
choose ye. ,v He deals with men as rational beings, and re- 
quires implicit obedience, not to the word of man, but to 
the oracles of God. He established a supreme council, but 
did not permit that council to pass off their own opinions as 
infallible, but commanded them to inquire of Him who alone 
is free from error. It is truly astonishing that so large a 
portion of the Jewish people should still prefer the religious 
despotism of the oral law ; and it is more astonishing still, that 
they should be deluded to believe, that a system, which has 
subverted all the institutions of Moses, is the Mosaic religion. 
But the most astonishing circumstance of all is, that those 
Jews who have detected the grossness of the delusion and have 
themselves renounced the practice of the oral law, should feel 
so indifferent about the welfare of their brethren, and so reck- 
less of the interests of truth, as to look on in silence ; or even 
appear to countenance error by joining in the rights and cere- 
monies of tradition. Even the tribe of Levi itself has lost its 
zeal, and abdicated the sacred office committed to it by God. 
For eighteen hundred years there has not appeared in Israel 
one single person zealous for the law of Moses. All have been 
content with calling Moses their master, and there the matter 
ends. The priests and the people all unite in violating his 
laws, and trampling upon the ruins of his institutions, and 
then expeet other people to believe that they are the faithful 
disciples of Moses. 
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How a nation, so acute and so fond of learning as the Jews, 
should ever have been imposed upon by so clumsy an impos- 
ture as that of the oral law, is truly astonishing. The ex- 
ceeding folly of some of its ordinances, the incredibility of the 
legends witn which it abounds, the extravagant pretensions of 
its doctors, the grinding tyranny of its despotic tribunals, all 
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seem calculated to awaken doubt in the mind of the most 
credulous, and the most ignorant. But the utter want of 
evidence to support its claims ought to be sufficient to open 
the eyes of even superstition itself. To establish the genuine- 
ness of an oral tradition, an unbroken chain of witnesses, from 
the rise of the tradition to the present time, is indispensably 
necessary. The succession of persons who received it from 
their predecessors, and transmitted it to their followers, must 
be clearly and accurately made out ; and the want of a single 
link, or the existence of a single chasm in the chain of trans- 
mission is quite sufficient to discredit the whole, and to invali- 
date the claims to genuineness. To prove the genuineness of 
the ns min > oral law, it is necessary not only to 

point out a succession of persons, but a succession of Sanhe- 
drins, for, as we have seen, the Sanhedrin was regarded as the 
foundation and pillar of tradition. If a single chasm in his- 
tory exists, where a Sanhedrin cannot be pointed out, or if the 
assigned succession be inconsistent with the written and in- 
spired records of the people, the claims of the oral law are 
invalidated, and the Jewish nation convicted as the abettors 
of a pious fraud, or the unwitting dupes of an imposture. 
Now we have already shown that the Sanhedrin was not 
instituted by Moses, and was never heard of until after the 
Greek conquest of the land of Israel ; and hence it inevitably 
follows, that the oral law is totally destitute of that chain of 
testimony, by which alone its genuineness could be established. 
From Moses to the Maccabees there is one continued chasm, 
an immense and impassable abyss, which separates between 
modern Judaism and truth. But as the rabbies have endea- 
voured to fill up the yawning gulf, or rather to build a 
bridge in the air for the purpose of passing it, we think it 
necessary to examine the success of their efforts. They say, 
that a chain of testimony, such as is wanted, does actually 
exist, and have endeavoured to point out the various links. 
If this prove fallacious, then the last and only hope of modern 
Judaism is gone ; to prove the fallacy does not require much 
argument. The chain of testimony as pointed out by the 
rabbies themselves, is inconsistent with history, and wants 
continuity even at the very commencement. The first part of 
the succession is thus described : — 

ntyn m»b c"ycty min nans: sbty p by F|N 
orosi -irybsi cap; c'yctyb. in npc nbp iron 
rrnbn winty rtyirrbi < nt»n» ibcp jnrob® ytyimi 
pi » rrby inv_n B*yct» min ion irm nt£?a bt» 
lbnp cPi capn »ns by nab vn P' be yanrp 
: Dnasai captn p 'by bapi , yannp 
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“ Although the oral law was not written, Moses our master 
taught it all in his Council to the seventy elders ; Eleazar also, 
and Phinehas, and Joshua, all three, received it from Moses. 
But to Joshua, who was the disciple of Moses our master, he 
delivered the oral law, and gave him a charge concerning it. 
In like manner Joshua taught it by word of mouth all the 
days of his life ; and many elders received it from Joshua, and 
Eli received it from the elders, and from Phinehas.” (Preface 
to the Yad Hachazakah.) Now here the want of continuity 
begins, immediately after the third link in the chain. That 
Joshua should inherit the oral law from Moses is very likely, 
if there was any to be inherited, but who was Joshua’s suc- 
cessor the rabbies cannot tell us. It is not enough to say that 
the elders received it from Joshua ; who were the elders, and 
who was the next president of the Sanhedrin, and who was 
the president after that? To make out a chain of witnesses, 
we must at least have their names, but ought to know, besides, 
their character, their piety, their probity, before we can depend 
upon their testimony. The absence of this detail shows that 
the rabbies had no information on the subject, and were merely 
trying to make up a story to impose upon the credulous. It is 
self-evident that if they had possessed an accurate detail, they 
would have given it ; but as they do not, we must infer that 
they had it not ; and as the Bible gives no information on the 
subject, we must assert, that the chain of testimony terminates 
at the second link. So far are the rabbies from being able to 
prove a succession of Sanhedrins from the time of Joshua to 
their own, that they are compelled to make a grand leap from 
Joshua to Eli, and thus to leave a chasm of more than two 
hundred years, which of itself is sufficient to overthrow the 
claims of the oral law, and to stamp the Jews as the most 
credulous of men if they believe without any evidence. It is 
true that the rabbies endeavour to stop up this great cavity 
with a great falsehood. They say that Eli received the oral 
law from Joshua’s elders, and from Phinehas ; which assertion 
implies that all these persons lived to be about three hundred 
years old ! And yet, if it were true, it would not be sufficient 
to make out the proof, for which the succession of Sanhedrins 
is absolutely necessary, and especially for this period. From 
the book of Judges, it appears, that in the interval between 
Joshua and Eli, and even in the next generation after Joshua’s 
death, the people forsook the law of Moses, even the written 
law, and gave themselves up to idolatry. Thus we read, “And 
Joshua the son of Nun, the servant of the Lord, died, being an 

hundred and ten years old And also all that generation 

were gathered unto their fathers : and there arose another ge- 
neration after them, which knew not the Lord, nor the works 
which he had done for Israel. And the children of Israel did 
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evil in the sight of the Lord, and served Baalim.” (Judges ii. 
8 — 11.) Now, here the inspired writer says that Joshua and 
all that generation died, which expressly contradicts the rab- 
binic assertion that J oshua’s elders livea to the time of Eli ; 
and, further, he says, that the Israelites turned aside to idols : 
where was the Sanhedrin at that time ? If it existed, why did 
it not stop the torrent of corruption, and punish the transgres- 
sors P And why was it necessary for God to raise up Judges 
to do the Sanhedrin’s work ? We do not once read of the 
Sanhedrin, or any other eouneil, helping Israel. In the hook 
of Judges, deliverance is ascribed solely to the judges whom 
God raised up. “ When the Lord raised them up judges, then 
the Lord was with the judge, and delivered them out of the 

hand of their enemies all the days of the judge And it 

came to pass when the judge was dead, that they returned and 
corrupted themselves more than their fathers.” (Ibid. 18, 19.) 
Indeed, that saying so often repeated in the book of Judges, 
“ In those days there was no king in Israel, but every man did 
that which was right in his own eyes,” shows that there was 
no Sanhedrin either. If any council of the kind, armed with 
sueh despotic power, had existed, the children of Israel could 
not have done that which was right in their own eyes. 
Whether, then, we look at the Bible or at the rabbinic 
account, we have a period of more than two hundred years, 
during which there is no evidence at all either for the ex- 
istence of the Sanhedrin or of the oral law. The chain of 
testimony, therefore, offered by the rabhies, is not complete ; 
and is, moreover, unworthy of credit, as it contains a gross 
falsehood concerning the age to which Joshua’s elders lived. 
A little more examination will show us that it contains more 
than one falsehood. After telling us that David received the 
oral law from Samuel and his council, it thus proceeds : — 

rrn 'ibi mn ansa 'sava aibari rms 
rvm rna bap sim ntca 'a'a ?ap rrm nt»aa 
: iron rpnwn bap mbsi < lan 

“ Ahijah the Shilonite was one of those who came out of 
Egypt, and a Levite, and he heard the oral law from Moses : 
but he was little in the days of Moses, and received the oral 
law from David and his eouneil. And Elijah received from 
Ahijah the Shilonite and his council.” Now, in the first place, 
this statement is very absurd. To suppose that one, who had 
heard the law from Moses, should at last receive it from 
David, is contrary to probability : but to assert that Ahijah 
was a little boy in the time of Moses, and that he lived until 
the reign of Solomon, that is, above five hundred years, is 
manifestly a falsehood, and, whether wilful or not, completely 
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destroys the credibility of this attempt at a succession of 
witnesses. If involuntary, and the result of error, it shows 
that the rabbies who have transmitted this story were so weak 
in intellect as to swallow any improbability ; and that as they 
transmitted one lie, they may have transmitted more. But if 
voluntary, no one will argue that the testimony of wilful liars 
is worth much. This last attempt, therefore, to prop up the 
authority of the oral law is vain. 

But tnis rabbinic chain of testimony goes on to tell us that, 
amongst others, the oral law passed" through Jeremiah the 
prophet : — 

nna p "pma < ot nna mass bap arra-in 

: aan nna ma-va bap 

“Jeremiah received from Zephaniah and his council, and 
Baruch the son of Neriah received from Jeremiah and his 
council.” Now, if this means that Jeremiah was the 
or President of the Sanhedrin, it is plainly false. The whole 
history of Jeremiah shows us that he was not the powerful 
head of a despotic and irresistible council, but an unprotected 
and persecuted man. Had he been president of a tribunal so 
dreadful, and whose sentence of excommunication was in itself 
sufficient to protect him, the people and the princes w r ould 
never have dared to reject his words as they did, much less to 
make an attempt on his life. But if, on the other hand, it be 
said that Jeremiah’s council does not mean the Sanhedrin, then 
we have another chasm in the succession of Sanhedrins, and 
consequently the proof fails again. But this chain of evidence 
is not only contrary to fact, and to the inspired writings of the 
prophets ; it is also inconsistent with the oral law itself, for it 
asserts that two proselytes form a part of the ehain of trans- 
mission : — 

rnirra abap can nna pvan na labcasa nnata 
abap nan nna 'scan bbn » can n'ai laaaon 
: can nna pbaasa nnatan 

“ Shemaiah and Abtalion, proselytes of righteousness, and 
their council, received from Judah and Simon and their 
council. Hillel and Shammai and their council received from 
Shemaiah and Abtalion and their council.” Now, according 
to the oral law, it is unlawful for proselytes to be members 
of any council or tribunal. Respecting tfie Supreme Council, 
it is expressly said : — 

cbs-itna c^ab carta sbs ymnaca p-rara 
aaa'nm -icsatp i naartab s'trnb c^as-an ennann 
: Dnna ns-ana naana ib paaia ina? c» 
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“ None are to be made members of tbe Sanhedrin except 
priests and Levites, and Israelites of so good a genealogy as to 
be fit to intermarry with the priests ,* for it is said, ‘ And they 
shall stand there with thee,’ (Numb. xi. 16,) i.e . like unto thee 
in wisdom, in piety, and in genealogy.” (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, 
c. ii. 1 .) And even of an inferior tribunal it is said : — 

rtf nn ana rrn w ntsba? ba; nn rra 

: bias 

“A tribunal of three, one of whom is a proselyte, is un- 
lawful.” (Ibid. 9.) If then, it was unlawful for a proselyte to 
be a member of the Sanhedrin, or any other tribunal, how is it 
that we find two at the head of one of those councils through 
wliich the oral law was transmitted P If the decisions of the 
oral law be valid, that council was illegitimate, and therefore 
totally incompetent to the transmission of tradition, and then 
we have a break in the chain of testimony even at that end 
which is nearest to the rabbies. But if that council be con- 
sidered competent, then the oral law which condemns it cannot 
contain the true tradition. But in either case, the genuineness 
of the law is overthrown. 

The sum of what w e have said is this : — That even if we 
were to give up our other arguments against the authority of 
the Sanhedrin and the oral law, and were willing to rest this 
question on the testimony of the rabbies themselves, the defec- 
tiveness, inconsistency, and falsehood manifested in that testi- 
mony, would be sufficient to throw discredit on all their claims. 
They have not only no proof from Scripture, but are not able 
themselves to find in tradition an unbroken chain of testimony. 
They fail at the very outset. After producing two links, they 
leave a chasm of above two hundred years unaccounted for. 
When they take it up again, they are convicted of gross false- 
hood in asserting that men lived, after the deluge, to the age 
of five hundred years : and are not able even to make out a 
story that will agree with the oral law itself. The most 
favourable ground, then, that can be taken for the defence 
of the oral law proves untenable. But if to this we add the 
arguments contained in the former papers, and remember that 
the Sanhedrin is in direct opposition to the law of Moses, is 
never mentioned in any of the sacred books, nor heard of until 
the Greek language was spoken in the land of Israel, every 
support is taken from the oral law, and it sinks dow n to the 
level of a mere imposture, of which the Jewish people have 
been the dupes and the victims. How long they w ill remain 
so, it is for themselves to consider. The times of blind faith, 
such as modern Judaism requires, are gone by ; the Jews can 
therefore no longer remain the blind followers of the super- 
stitious and ambitious rabbies. Either they must honestly 
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confess that they and their fathers have been deceived for the 
last eighteen hundred years, and earnestly set about seeking 
that truth which they lost ; or they must be content to he 
regarded either as interested upholders of error, or reckless 
despisers of truth. No one, who at all knows the nation, will 
ever believe that they are so weak in understanding as to be 
unable, under present circumstances, to detect the clumsy pre- 
hensions of the oral law. Some Jews may, indeed, still obsti- 
nately refuse to investigate the evidences of their paternal 
religion, and persist in professing Judaism simply because 
their fathers did so before them : but such persons must be 
content to acknowledge that their faith is not that of a ra- 
tional being, or that their religion will not stand the test of 
reason. All who will take the trouble to investigate, must, if 
they be honest men, make up their minds to renounce the 
religion of the rabbies. There is not any one argument, either 
of internal or external evidence, in its behalf, on which a man 
of ordinary understanding can rest for a moment. The only 
shadow of a basis on which to support the oral law is the 
doctrine of the Sanhedrin, but this, as we have seen, disappears* 
so soon as we approach the illusion. Instead of giving autho- 
rity to the other parts of the oral law, the doctrine of a San- 
hearin appears one of the most objectionable of its many 
errors, for it bears upon its front the stamp of selfishness and 
ambition. It was an invention of men, who aimed not only at 
a spiritual dominion, but also at a Secular despotism. The 
Sanhedrin was merely the engine whereby the rabbies hoped 
to get all the power, both of Church and State, into their own 
hands, and thereby distinguishes the rabbinical religion in the 
most striking manner from that of Jesus of Nazareth. Chris- 
tianity contains no apparatus for securing to its teachers the 
dominion of the world ; and therefore the professing followers 
of Christ, when they aimed at worldly power, were first 
obliged to invent an oral law of their own. Jesus of Nazareth 
seeks nothing but the dominion of truth. “ When he perceived 
that they would come and take him by force, to make him 
a king, he departed again into a mountain himself alone.” 
(John vi. 15.) His doctrine was, “ My kingdom is not of this 
world.” And in like manner he taught his disciples not to 
seek after worldly power. “Ye know that they which are 
accounted to rule over the Gentiles exercise lordship over 
them ; and their great ones exercise authority upon them. 
But so shall it not be among you : but whosoever will be great 
among you, shall be your minister : and whosoever will be 
chiefest, shall be servant of all. For even the Son of man 
came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give 
his life a ransom for many.” (Mark x. 42 — 45.) Jesus and 
his apostles are perfectly free from the suspicion of making 
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religion subservient to the promotion of ambitious schemes. 
The teachers of the oral law had, and even now have a temp- 
tation to uphold its doctrines, because they make them the 
absolute rulers of the Jewish people, and this tendency is a 
strong ground of suspicion. When God sent Moses, he pre- 
served him from all similar imputation, for though he possessed 
the supreme power during his life, his claims were attested by 
miracles which could not be denied : and at his decease his 
children were chief neither in Church nor State. The priest- 
hood remained in the family of Aaron, and the chief magis- 
tracy fell to the lot of Joshua. Thus disinterestedness distin- 
guished the characters of Moses and Jesus from those of the 
rabbies. The doctrine of the Sanhedrin reveals but too plainly 
the motives by which the authors of the oral law were actuated. 
Of course we do not mean to ascribe the same motives to 
all the advocates of the oral law in the present day. Those 
motives are necessarily confined to those times when Judaism 
can be realized, and cannot, therefore, be called forth until 
there is a prospect of restoring the rabbinic polity. Our object 
is not to condemn the modern Jews, but to open their eyes to 
a true view of that system by which they have been so long 
deluded. And if they should ask us, Where, then, is the truth 
to be found ? we reply, in Moses and the prophets. For 
though we are Christians, we firmly believe that true faith in 
the Old Testament must terminate in Christianity. The only 
real obstacle in the way of a Jew’s receiving Jesus as the 
Messiah, is the prejudice, that his fathers, who rejected him, 
must have been in the right ; and this obstacle we are endea- 
vouring to remove. We have already made it appear that 
they were in the wrong ; and our late papers have removed 
the strongest objection that they urge, namely, that the sen- 
tence of the Sanhedrin was decisive against his claims. We 
have shown that the Sanhedrin was altogether an unlawful 
tribunal, not established by Moses, but, as its name intimates, 
by the Greeks, and modelled by artful and ambitious men for 
their own purposes : and as the tribunal was unlawful, so was 
the sentence. Indeed the fact that the Lord Jesus Christ was 
condemned by an unlawful tribunal is a testimony in his 
favour. It shows that he disapproved of and opposed their 
unlawful doings. Jesus was not condemned by the friends 
of Moses, but by his enemies. The religion of Christ was 
persecuted, not by those who conscientiously kept Moses’ com- 
mands, but by those who had first defaced every feature of 
Mosaism. The men who condemned the Lord Jesus were the 
tyrannical usurpers of an authority which Moses had given to 
others ; and if Moses himself had appeared amongst them, 
and asserted the rights of the priests and Leyites against the 
rabbies, they would just as readily have crucified him as the 
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Lord Jesus Christ. The Jews, therefore, of the present day, 
who approve the condemnation of Jesus, unite with the enemies 
of Moses ; but those who are lovers of the Mosaic law must 
approve the efforts of Jesus to deliver it from the corruptions 
of wicked and ambitious men. An unlawful tribunal con- 
demned him for doing what every true Jew must acknowledge 
to be right. Whether, then, they acknowledge , him as the 
Messiah, or not, they must confess that he died a martyr to 
his zeal for the law of Moses, and are, therefore, bound to 
re-consider his claims. Jesus was put to death, not because 
he violated the Mosaic precepts, but because he reproved 
others for their transgressions — not because he endeavoured 
to overturn the religion of Moses, but because he resolutely 
defended its truth against those who were introducing a new 
religion upon its ruins. 


No. XLVI. 


CONTEMPT FOR THE FEMALE CHARACTER. 

Modern Judaism, or the religion of the oral law, cannot 
bear the slightest investigation. Its existence depends alto- 
gether upon a blind faith. As long as a man is willing to 
deliver up his understanding into the hands of the rabbies, 
and at their bidding believe that his right hand is his left, as 
they require ; so long he may be a zealous professor of Judaism. 
But, the moment that he begins to think and to reason, and to 
compare his traditional faith with the doctrines of Moses and 
the prophets, he must begin to doubt, and if he really has a 
love for the law of God, he must ultimately renounce that 
superstition which caused the destruction of the temple and 
all the subsequent calamities of his people, and still enslaves 
the greatest portion of his nation. It matters not at which 
point he views it — its theoretic principles and its practical 
effects equally condemn it, and prove that it is so far from 
being a revelation from God, that it is not even the work of 
good or wise men. The doctrine of the Sanhedrin, w r hich w T e 
lately considered, exhibits it as a spiritual despotism the most 
intolerable ; but the utter contempt \vith which it looks down 
upon the female portion of mankind makes it to this hour 
a positive curse to the daughters of Israel, and proves that it 
docs not proceed from Him who created male and female, and 
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pronounced a blessing upon the one as well as the other. One 
of the prominent characteristics in every false religion is the 
degradation of womankind. The Mahometan imposture de- 
bases women to the level of the brute creation. Judaism 
places them in the same category with slaves. In Mahometan 
countries, women are deprived of all culture of head and heart. 
Rabbinism, as we saw in No. 3, pronounces that fathers are 
exempt from all obligation to teach their daughters the law of 
the Lord : but we must proceed to consider fully the estimate 
which Rabbinism teaches the Jews to form of their daughters , 
their sisters , their mothers , and even the wife of their bosom : 
and in doing this we shall not go to the opinions of the igno- 
rant, the vicious, or the superstitious, but to the standard 
books of the nation. It is not possible to produce in English 
much of the slanderous assertions contained in the Talmud ; 
many are too bad for translation, but still enough can be 
brought forward to prove satisfactorily that the rabbies look 
upon womankind with contempt. It is generally agreed that 
Rambam, or Maimonides, was one of the most learned and 
enlightened of the rabbies, and yet the contempt which he 
felt for the female head and heart appears very plainly in the 
following passage : — 

poi 3 ?i minn mis» ntz?i 3 ? ms ics' Vs 

is nn nimron rvomn Vd bnpsti? no nnaom 
nrYaon m-iosi ison Dbi 3 ?rr "rib notsto no 
momon mbbpn 7a baasto no ina min m'ninu 
ps t t-an cbi3?n "na mos sbc? no is mim 
-pi S3? 'td.'ww 1 ntn Tnn bv aa?n no 3 ?b 'isa 
Kbi c^snan nb3?a naa'si ns-ra 1013? sin m 
fsbs nt th S3? n ]noi 3 ? 1'si 1 n^aonn nb 3 ?a 
no 3 ?b ims poanaa? oaapm tmtoam y-isn 'aa? 

: nonsa noa?n ]nan nanna? naTO 

“ Let not any man say, Behold I perform the commandments 
of the law, and study in 'its wisdom, in order to obtain the 
blessings written therein, or to be worthy of the life of the 
world to come : and I abstain from the transgressions against 
which it warns, in order to be delivered from the curses written 
in the law, or that I may not be cut off from eternal life. It 
is not right to serve God in this way, for he that serves thus, 
serves from fear, and that is not the degree to which the 
prophets and wise men attained. No one serves God in this 
way, except unlearned then (Amharatzin), women, and chil- 
dren, whom they accustom to serve from fear, until their 
understanding increases, so that they may serve from love.” 
(Hilchoth T’shuvah, c. x. 1.) Here Maimonides sinks women 
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down to the level of children, and even classes their moral and 
intellectual faculties with those of the despised Amharatzin. 
We saw in No. 1 that an amhaaretz is of so little value, that 
his life is not considered more precious than that of a fish, and 
such it appears was Rambam’s estimate of the value of a 
woman. This most learned rabbi considered it impossible for 
a woman to love God or to serve him aright ; and wiien he 
wished to warn the Jews against serving God in an erroneous 
manner, he actually tells them not to serve Him as the women 
do* A more debasing imputation cannot be cast upon a human 
being than this, that he is physically incapable of loving God 
or serving Him aright. If he had asserted that since the fall 
of Adam, the whole human race is far gone from original 
righteousness, and that therefore the love of God is not in 
them, he would have said what is asserted in Scripture : but 
the opinion that women, that is, one half of the human species, 
have a physical incapacity to love and serve God ; and that we 
are to regard them as a sort of finger-post for pointing out 
error, or a notorious example of that irreligion which we are 
to avoid, is to blaspheme the Creator, and to hold up the w hole 
female sex to the universal scorn of their sons, their brothers, 
and their husbands. It may. be said, in palliation of so foul a 
libel, that Rambam lived amongst Mahometans, and that he 
insensibly imbibed the opinions of the followers of the false 
prophet. Now it is most true that he could never have learned 
this sentiment from Christians. The New Testament does not 
teach us to look upon women as Amharatzin, but to regard 
them as rational and responsible beings, capable of doing 
God the same acceptable service as men, liable to the same 
awful judgment, and partakers of the same blessed hope. 
This apology, if true, would only serve to excuse Rambam : 
it w T ould not defend the sentiment itself, but on the contrary, 
stamp it as Mahometan. It is not true, however, that Rambam 
imbibed this notion from intercourse with Mahometans : he 
learned it in the oral law, which has such a low opinion Oi 
women as to pronounce their testimony invalid. 

ins 12 maa2t» 'a bn < an mbas n'a mtss 
i D'tran ]n ibsi , rvrob bnoo Kin '-in ]na 
i D'aiDm i D'tmnm < n'awm < naapm < n'-nsni 
i innyn j'yram n'rmpm < pmm i nnanni 

: man ibs '-in 

“ There are ten sorts of disqualification, and every one in 
whom any one of them is found, he is disqualified from giving 
evidence ; and these are they — women, slaves, children, idiots, 
deaf persons, the blind, the wicked, the despised, relations, 
and those interested in their testimony — behold these are ten.” 
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(Hilchoth. Eduth., e. ix. 1.) Now, it will be observed that 
these ten classes may be reduced to two — those who are dis- 
qualified by physical or intellectual infirmity, as children, 
idiots, deaf and blind persons ; and secondly, those whose 
moral integrity is exposed to suspicion, as slaves, wicked 
and despised persons, relations, and those who have an in- 
terest in the cause. To one of these two classes women must 
belong : they are disqualified either because of incapacity, or 
because their moral feeling may not be trusted, and in either 
case are treated with a most unmerited contempt. It is true, 
that the rabbies endeavour to prove that the law of Moses 
excludes women from giving testimony, saying — 

'D by -insaty rmnn rvnyb mb-DQ Q'tw 
: naps sbi -ot piarb Q'ty 

“ Women are disqualified by the law from giving testimony, 
for it is said, ‘At the mouth of two witnesses,’ where the 
word witness is of the masculine, not the feminine gender 
but this proof is altogether inconclusive ; on the same prin- 
ciple it might be proved that women might break all the ten 
commandments, for they are all given in the masculine gender. 
Indeed it is self-evident that God could not have given a law 
so absurd. There are thousands of eases, where, if women 
could not give evidence, all the ends of justice would be de- 
feated. Take, for instance, the famous judgment of Solomon, 
where the two women laid claim each to the living child. In 
this ease there could be no testimony but that of the women 
themselves, and Solomon did not send them away because they 
were women. Take also the case of Boaz and Ruth. When 
Boaz wished to marry Ruth, it was necessary first to redeem 
the inheritance, and for this it was absolutely necessary to 
prove that Ruth was the wife of Naomi’s son. But there was 
no testimony but that of the women themselves. Elimelech, 
Chilion, and Mahlon, were all dead, and the marriage had 
taken place in a foreign land, yet we do not read of any diffi- 
culties being raised. Boaz himself, Naomi’s kinsman, and the 
elders of Israel, appear all to have been perfectly satisfied. 
The disqualification of women, therefore, was not ordained by 
Moses, but is the invention of the rabbies, and shows that the 
rabbies had so low an opinion of the intellect or the integrity 
of women, as to think cither that women are so half-witted as 
not to be fit to give testimony, or so dishonest as not to be 
trusted in the testimony which they may give. 

But this degradation of the female character is not confined 
to the rabbinic courts of law. They have dared to carry it 
even into the house of God, and to make it prominent in the 
public worship of the Creator. The oral law has ordained 
that no public worship, nor indeed many religious solemnities, 
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can be performed, unless there be ten persons present, but 
from this number it has carefully excluded the women, deter- 
mining that — 

c'bnji ymn 'aa obia vrrs -p-r.2 nican nbsi 

: nrat» o is'anD 

“It is necessary that all these ten be free and adult men.” 
(Oraeh Chaiim, 55.) So that if there should be ten thousand 
women in the synagogue, they are counted as nobody, and 
unless there be ten men there can be no service. Hence it is 
that the daughters of Israel are never suffered to appear as 
participators in the worship of God, but are compelled to look 
on from a distance, as if they had neither part nor lot in the 
matter. Now what reason is there why women should not be 
regarded as worshippers? Are .they not rational beings? are 
they not creatures of God ? are they not heirs of immortality 
just as well as the men ? Will they not join in the praises of 
the redeemed in Paradise ; or is the Mahometan doctrine true, 
that women have no souls ? Certainly, when one looks at the 
Jewish synagogue, one would think so. Before marriage the 
women never go there at all, and after marriage how seldom. 
On the Barbary coast they hardly ever go, and in Poland how 
common is it, whilst the men are in the synagogue at prayer, 
to see their wives outside loitering and chatting, as if the 
public worship of God was no concern of theirs. Even in this 
country the attendance of females is not at all equal to that of 
the men. How contrary is this state of things to the com- 
mand of God in the Psalms, “ Both young men and maidens ; 
old men and children ; let them praise the name of the Lord.” 
(Psalm cxlviii. 12, 13.) And again, “ Let evety thing that 
hath breath praise the Lord.” (Psalm cl. 6.) How different 
is the condition of the Jewish females under the oral law, 
from that deseribed by Moses : — “ When Miriam, the pro- 
phetess, the sister of Aaron, took a timbrel in her hand ; and 
all the women went out after her, with timbrels and with 
dances. And Miriam answered them, Sing ye to the Lord, 
for he hath triumphed gloriously.” (Exod. xi. 21.) Then the 
women were permitted to unite in the noblest work that can 
engage the soul of human beings, the praises of our God. But 
now they are shut out, according to the ordinance of the 
rabbies — they are not reckoned amongst God’s worshippers, 
and if ten thousand of them should go to the synagogue, 
unless there should also be a sufficient number of men, a 
disciple of the rabbies would count them as nobody, and not 
think it worth his while to read prayers for them. A law 
like this cannot possibly proceed from food, He makes no such 
difference between male and female. 

R 
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: nm' trr»sn sb Dion rrraan sb 

“ He delighteth not in J the strength of the horse ; he taketh 
not pleasure in the legs of a man.” (Ps. cxlvii. 10.) “ The 

sacrifices of God are a broken spirit ; a broken and contrite 
heart, O God, thou wilt not despise” (Ps. li. 17) ; no matter 
whether it he male or female. 

But the oral law is not content with degrading women by 
refusing to number them as a part of the congregation, it 
actually prescribes a form of daily prayer expressive of their 
contempt. Every day the men say — 

: ness sbo? nbisn -jbn ivnbs rt rrnw -p-n 

“ Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, our God ! king of the universe, 
who hath not made me a woman.” Whilst the women are 
directed to say — 

: 13v.ro ' 3 t 23 ?t» nbwn -jba wnba rt nns “jro 

“ Blessed art thou, 0 Lord our God ! King of the universe, 
who hath made me according to his will.” (Daily Prayers, 
p. 6.) The proud benediction of the men is founded alto- 
gether on the oral law, which promises rewards not to the 
state of the heart, but to the external operation of keeping 
God’s commands, and as many of them cannot be kept by the 
women, intimates that the men will have a greater reward. 
This prayer, or rather thanksgiving, refers especially to the 
study of the law, from which they suppose the woman to be 
dispensed, and for which they expect no small reward in the 
world to come, and upon which they pride themselves, par- 
ticularly in this present life. The man who remembers the 
day of judgment, when the secrets of all hearts shall be 
revealed, or bears in mind that the distinction of sex, like 
the difference of rank or office or nationality, is only for this 
world, will find but little reason for offering up any such 
thanksgiving. He knows that God will render to every 
human being, not according to sex, but according to deeds; 
and feeling that all, both male and female, are sinners, will 
see that such arrogance is unbecoming at all times, and par- 
ticularly odious at the moment when he comes to ask pardon 
of Him “ who spieth out all our ways.” Instead of despising 
others, under the pretence of thanking God, the truly devout 
man will be much more ready to take up the language of 
David, and say — “ Enter not into judgment with thy servant, 
O Lord ; for in thy sight shall no man living be justified.” 

It appears, from these quotations, that Maimonides did not 
learn his contempt for womankind from the Mahometans, but 
from the oral law and the prayers of the synagogue. Modern 
Judaism disqualifies a woman from giving evidence, shuts her 
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5ut from the study of God’s Word, excludes her from the 
number of his worshippers, and even in its prayers to God 
pronounces her as nothing better than a heathen, or a slave : 
for in the preceding benedictions, the man says first — 44 Blessed 
art thou, O God, &c., who hath not made me a heathen 
then, “ Blessed art thou, &c., who hath not made me a slave 
and, finally, 44 Blessed art thou, &c., who hath not made me a 
woman.” Now we ask every Jew and Jewess, into whose 
hands this book may fall, whether a religion which teaches 
one-half of the human race to despise and degrade the other 
half, can possibly come from God ? or whether it is not the 
invention of narrow-minded and vain-glorious men? Even 
reason itself would tell us that God can never teach us to 
despise the works of his own hands, and still less to hold up 
the mother who bore us, or the companion who has shared all 
our joys and sorrows, to the scorn of a privileged class of 
human beings. And yet this is what the oral law does, and 
thereby shows that it does not proceed from Him who inspired 
Moses and the prophets. The 'writings of the Old Testament 
furnish no warrant for female degradation. They commence 
by telling us that the woman as well as the man was formed 
in the image of God, and that though woman was first led into 
transgression, yet that she should have the honour of giving 
birth to him who should bruise the serpent’s head. (Gen. 
iii. 15.) They tell us further, that when God was pleased 
to give the commandments from Sinai, that he exacted of all 
children to honour the mother as well as the father — 44 Honour 
thy father and thy mother.” But how is it possible for any 
one to honour his mother who despises her as an inferior being, 
does not look upon her as fit to give evidence in a court of law, 
and even makes it a matter of public thanksgiving that he is 
not like her ? Surely such an one is much more like him of 
whom it is said — 

: ias nnn ms Vds 

44 A foolish man despiseth his mother.” (Prov. xv. 20.) The 
oral law is, in this respect, altogether inconsistent with the 
law of God. The former tells fathers to leave their daughters 
without any religious education, and the latter supposes that 
they have been so well taught as to be able to teach their sons. 
Thus Solomon says, more than once, 44 My son, keep thy 
father’s commandment, and forsake not the law of thy mother,” 
"JDS nnn. (Prov. vi. 20.) But how is it possible for those 
Jewish mothers, in Poland or Africa for instance, who cannot 
even read themselves, to teach their sons ? or, even suppose 
they could read, how ean a son believe in his mother’s instruc- 
tion, when the oral law tells him that she is not qualified to 
give testimony ? But the Bible does not teach us merely 
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to have a respect for our own mother, but shows us generally 
that God is no respecter of persons, and that he bestows his 
gifts upon all. It presents to our view many women, as Sarah, 
Rebecca, Miriam, Deborah, and Hannah, as examples of piety, 
and informs us that in the time of salvation, he will pour out 
his Spirit upon all flesh, without any distinction of sex or 
nation. “ And it shall come to pass afterward, that I will pour 
out my spirit upon all flesh ; and your sons and your daughters 
shall prophesy.” (Joel iii. 1. In the English Bible, ii. 28.) 
Yea, as if to mock the rahbies and the oral law, God adds, that 
it shall be given even to the male and female slaves. 

nann cra'a ninsrpn bin onnun bi? mi 

: nth ns TI2t27S 

“ Yea, even upon the servants and handmaids, in those days, 
will I pour out my spirit.” The two classes of human beings 
whom, next to the Amharatzin , the oral law treats with the 
most indignity, are women and slaves : but God’s thoughts are 
not like the rabbies’ thoughts, and he, therefore, graciously 
stands forth as the vindicator of the oppressed, and promises 
even to these classes the gift of prophecy. Here again, then, 
we see that “ as far as the east is from the west,” so different 
is God’s law from the present religion of the Jewish people. 
The religion of the rabbies is a grinding tyranny, oppressive to 
the Gentiles, to slaves, yea, and to all unlearned Jews, and 
that does not even spare the wives, the mothers, and the 
daughters of Israel. Wherever the oral law can have its full 
sway, as in Mahometan countries, the women are left totally 
destitute of learning and religion — they are not even taught to 
read. In not one of those countries is a school for female 
children to be found. It is only in Christian lands that the 
daughters of Israel get any education, or ever attain to 
anything like that station which God destined them to fill. 
Wherever the light of Christianity shines, however feeble,^ it 
ameliorates the condition of the female portion of the Jewish 
nation, and compels even the diseiples of llabbinism to take a 
little more care of their souls and their intellects. Jewish 
females are therefore deeply indebted to the doctrines of J esus 
of Nazareth. If he had not risen up against the oral law, they 
would be universally classed with slaves, idiots, and Amha- 
ratzin. He has delivered them from this degradation. Let 
them then consider the religion of Jesus, and the religion 
which the rabbies have taught them, and then let them decide 
which is most beneficial to their temporal and eternal welfare. 
The religion that comes from God must be beneficial to all his 
rational creatures. A religion that oppresses or disdains any 
one class, and deprives them of religious instruction, cannot 
come from him. 
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POLYGAMY. 

* ' * 

Great and stinking is the difference of position which 
womankind occupies in Europe and in the countries of the 
East. In the latter they are men’s slaves : in the former his 
companions. In the latter they are objects of contempt even 
to their own sons. In the former they are the honoured 
instruments to impart the first elements of learning and re- 
igion. Here in Europe they appear as co-heirs, with man, of 
'•eason, of intellect, of liberty and immortality ; but there they 
?eem to be an inferior race of beings, at the very most a better 
sort of domestic animal. That the European state of things is 
more agreeable to God’s intention in the creation of male and 
female is evident from the consideration, that there one half of 
the human race is doomed to degradation and misery, whilst 
here they enjoy a becoming respect, and a much larger portion 
of happiness ; and still more from observing the effects of the 
two systems. Here the intellectual and moral powers of 
mankind have far advanced towards perfection, but there the 
human race is still debased and barbarous. Now that, which 
makes happy and improves, must necessarily be more agree- 
able to God’s purpose in creation, than that which degrades 
and makes unhappy ; and this argument mil also go far to 
prove that another striking feature of difference, which distin- 
guishes the West from the East, is also more in accordance 
with the will of God ; we mean the fact that here men have 
only one wife, whilst there they have many. There can be no 
doubt that this characteristic of European life conduces much 
to the well-being and the peace of families, as well as to the 
moral and intellectual improvement of individuals. In these 
two great advantages and means of happiness the Jewesses of 
Europe participate. They are not illiterate slaves like their 
sisters in the cast, neither do they divide their husbands’ affec- 
tions with many. Here the Jews, like the Christians, have 
only one wife. It becomes, therefore, a most interesting 
subject of inquiry to know r to w r hat the European Jewesses are 
indebted for this superiority of respect and happiness. Is it to 
their owm religion, or to the religion of Christians, that is, is it 
to J udaism or Christianity ? A\ e might answer at once, that 
Judaism has certainly not produced this salutary difference, for 
then it would have produced the same effect in Mahometan 
countries, but w T e prefer referring to the oral law itself. We 
have already show r n that modern Judaism degrades w T omcn to 
the level of slaves and Amharatzin : we shall now prove that 
the Jewesses are not indebted to it for the abolition of polygamy. 
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When Napoleon assembled the famous Parisian Sanhedrin, he 
proposed this question to the Jewish deputies, “Is it lawful 
for Jews to marry more than one wife f ” To which they 
returned the following answer : — “ It is not lawful for Jews to 
marry more than one wife : in all European countries they 
conform to the general practice of marrying only one. Moses 
does not command expressly to take several ; but he does not 
forbid it. He seems even to adopt that custom as generally 
prevailing, since he settles the rights of inheritance between 
children of different wives. Although this practice still pre- 
vails in the East, yet their ancient doctofs have enjoined them 
to restrain from taking more than one wife, except when the 
man is enabled by his fortune to maintain several. The case 
has been different in the West ; the wish of adopting the 
customs of the inhabitants of this part of the world has in- 
duced the Jews to renounce polygamy. But as several indi- 
viduals still indulged in that practice, a synod was convened at 
Worms in the eleventh century, composed of one hundred 
rabbies, with Guerson (Gershom) at their head. This assembly 
pronounced an anathema against every Israelite who should, 
in future, take more than one wife. Although this prohibition 
was not to last for ever, the influence of European manners has 
universally prevailed.” (Transactions of the Sanhedrin, p. 150.) 
A more evasive, false, and inconsistent answer has rarely been 
given to a plain straightforward question. First they say 
decidedly, that it is not lawful for Jews to marry more than 
one wife : then they spend a page in contradicting themselves, 
and at last acknowledge that the abolition of polygamy was 
first owing to the anathema of a rabbi, and that it is now to 
be attributed to the influence of European manners. But what 
are European manners ? What religion do Europeans profess ? 
Plainly the religion of Jesus of Nazareth, so that here the 
Jewish deputies acknowledge that if Jewish wives have not 
got three or four or more rivals shut up with them in the same 
house, they owe this benefit to Christianity. But we must not 
rest satisfied with this answer of the Parisian deputies ; we 
must ask the oral law itself, whether it is lawful for Jews 
wife,' and must hear the oral law’s 



nns run rn nsn iVcs c s tn en« stzna 
rriTti? sim i nbia' intrs fsi it its 
: nn«T nns brsb ''ik-d nnsn niDD nsD ]rpb bis 1 ' 

“ A man may marry many wives, even a hundred, either at 
once, or one after the other, and his wife cannot prevent it, pro- 
vided that he is able to give to each suitable food, clothing, 
and marriage-duty.” (lad Hachasakah Hilchoth Ishuth., c. 
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xiv. 3.) This is rather different doctrine from that of the 
Parisian Sanhedrin. Here it is plain that the oral law allows 
a man to have more than one wife, and does not stint him at 
all as to the number. The Arbah Turim teaches precisely the 
same doctrine, except that it advises a man not to marry more 
than four : — 

PTM D1S SBN3 -1BS-T DTO3 HM CIS HBT13 
rapn bam < 'mp'isra cp'ab -it&Btn sim > n'tro 
'■ra mv ms war* Kb» nma tob mean lana 

: m©2 

“ A man may marry many wives, for Rabba says it is lawful 
to do so, if he can provide for them. Nevertheless, the wise 
men have given good advice, that a man should not marry more 
than four wives.” (Even Haezer, 1.) So far then as Judaism 
is concerned, poligamy is lawful ; and a Jew that would even 
restrict himself according to the • advice of the rabbies, might 
still have four wives. It is not his religion that teaches him to 
be content with one : and therefore, we must, further, inquire 
how it is that the Jews, who consider polygamy lawful, do not 
indulge in it. The Parisian deputies have already informed us 
that it still prevails in the East, and that it prevailed in Europe 
until the eleventh century, when It. Gershom anathematized it. 
In the place just cited we find a similar statement : — 

ms nns ntes mbs K»'b sbtr lanaa? mpan 
nnnn ptma n < int»s by mns ntas sorb ■’san 
pi cmnn Kb nama baa intas by sanan by 
Kbi i mnsn baa lnapn naa?s Kbi i narisa 
: iw'ann r)bsn fiid ij? sb« c'-inn 

“ In a place where the custom is to marry only one wife, it 
is not permitted to marry more than one woman. It. Gershom 
anathematized any one that should marry a second, whilst his 
wife was alive ; but this anathema does not extend to the case 
of the widow of a brother, who has died without children, nor 
to the case of a woman who is only betrothed. This ordinance, 
however, does not obtain in all lands, and the anathema was 
only to last until the end of the fifth thousand years.” Hence 
it appears that hefore R. Gershom, polygamy was lawful and 
practised by the Jews in Europe, but that he forbade it except in 
particular cases ; and further, that It. Gershom’s prohibition was 
only temporary, it was to have full force until the end of the 
fifth thousand years, that is, until the year 1240 of the Christian 
era. This period is now long past, for the Jews reckon this year 
5597, and Gershom’s anathema has therefore lost its force ; 
consequently, the only obstacle which their religion opposed to 


338 


POLYGAMY. 


polygamy has been removed, and, so far as conscience is 
concerned, every professor of Judaism must feel himself at 
liberty to marry as many wives as he likes. He knows that 
It. Gershom’s anathema has expired, and if he goes to the 
codes of Jewish law, he finds that it is left doubtful. For in- 
stance, the note on the passage just cited says — 

amom napnn iVh mania baa naps bataa 
nan-ana paaaa n©a va® psa mar anapna 

]nn nns tamab n'taa -a ma?aaa naarti? •>» p-raaa 
nan aaaa? 'n rpsb P s nan paaa nnaas tan 
psa t •'ta'nnn fps nbtaa aaata ansn ptaaa m 

: in panaa 

“ Nevertheless, in all these countries the ordinance and the 
custom remain in force, and it is not lawful to marry two wives ; 
and he that transgresses and does so is to be compelled by 
anathema and excommunication to divorce one of them. But 
some say that in the present time he that transgresses the 
anathema of It. Gershom is not to be compelled, for the five 
thousand years have been completed long since ; but the custom 
is not according to this.” Here then are two opinions. The 
most strict of the two is, that polygamy is now not lawful, and 
that he who marries two wives must divorce one of them : but 
even this cannot be very satisfactory to the woman whom he 
first married, for it does not define which of the two is to be 
divorced. It only requires that one of them should be divorced, 
and leaves it to the man himself to divorce which he pleases. 
The other opinion is, that polygamy is now lawful, and that he 
is not to be compelled to divorce either. Hence it appears that 
it is not Judaism which protects the rights and the happiness of 
Jewish women, or the peace and comfort of Jewish families. 
The influence and the laws of Christianity forbid polygamy. 
To Christianity, then, Jewish females are indebted, not only for 
the station which they hold in society, but for the peace which 
they enjoy in their homes. Wherever Christianity has no 
power, there the J ews may take as many wives as they please : 
and if ever Judaism should obtain supreme power, Jewesses 
must expect to he again degraded into the category of. slaves 
and Amharatzin, and to have their domestio peace annihilated 
by the introduction of new wives and families. It may be re- 
plied, that this objection applies with equal force to the written 
law, for that Moses himself allows polygamy. But to this we 
answer, that Moses only tolerated polygamy, but that he shows 
clearly that it was not the purpose of God, that men should 
have more wives than one. He found an evil custom exist- 
ing amongst a people debased by Egyptian slavery, and like 
a wise reformer, he did not commence his improvements by 
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destroying all that existed, but endeavoured to restrain the 
evil, to show that it was contrary to God’s original institution, 
and to point out the consequences. He did not immediately 
pronounce it unlawful, for that would have been attended with 
serious inconveniences, hut by the direction of God gave laws 
to protect the wives and children. In the beginning of Genesis 
— he showed that God’s will was, that a man should have only 
one wife, for that he did not create several women, but only 
one. He gives the words of God, saying, “ It is not good that 
the man should be alone : I will make him an help meet for 
him V72DD ~)T37,” where “help” is in the singular number, to 
show that man was not to have more than one help meet for 
him. And again, those words, “ Therefore shall a man leave his 
father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife,” not unto 
his wives, but to his wife ; where it is also to be observed, that 
God is laying down a law, not for Adam only, but for coming 
generations. By exhibiting the original institution of marriage 
in Paradise, whilst man was yet innocent, and stating the 
original law and purpose of God, Moses plainly showed, that 
God’s will was, that a man should have only one wife. He 
then goes on to show, that the first who departed from this 
original institution was Lamech, one of the wicked descendants 
of wicked Cain. “And Lamech took unto him two wives,” 
(Gen. iv. 19,) whom he held up as a warning, recording of him 
only that he had two wives, and that he was a murderer. With 
this he contrasts the conduct of Noah and his sons, who had 
only one wife each. In the history of the patriarchs he show r s 
the evil consequences of polygamy. He shows that it was not 
the will of Abraham to take a second wife, but that Sarah in 
her eagerness to have children misled him, and that discord 
and domestic trouble soon followed. And by all the troubles 
which the sons of Ishmael have since inflicted upon the children 
of Isaac, God has, in his providence, confirmed the moral to be 
drawn from the Mosaic narrative. Moses then points out the 
happiness of Isaac, who had only one wife ; and the troubles 
of Jacob, w T ho, not by his own choice, but by the wuckedness of 
Laban and the folly of Laban’s daughters, had more than one ; 
and last of all, Moses gave in himself an example of the con- 
duct which he wished Israel to pursue by having only one wife 
himself. A careful examination, therefore, of the law of Moses 
will show that he only tolerated polygamy as an existing evil, 
but that he intended to discourage it, by exhibiting the original 
institution of marriage, and the many evils that result from a 
departure from God’s purpose. When, therefore, we show that 
the oral law permits men to have more wives than one, and 
that consequently it is accountable for all the evil thence 
resulting, we cannot be charged w r ith reproaching the law of 
Moses. The oral law says expressly, that a man may marry 
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many wives, even a hundred. The law of Moses nowhere says 
any thing of the kind. It only legislates in case that such a 
thing should happen. The oral law plainly advises a man not 
to take more than four wives. The law of Moses holds up the 
evil of having more than one. If men would carefully read the 
law of Moses, they would see that the original intention was, 
that a man should have only one wife. But if a man follow 
the oral law, he will be encouraged to take as many as he can 
support. It is evident, therefore, that if the Jews in Europe 
do not practise polygamy, their conduct is not to he ascribed to 
the influence of Judaism, hut of Christianity. 

It is, further, evident that this Christian practice of having 
only one wife, cannot he objected to as an unauthorized altera- 
tion of the law of Moses. If It. Gershom was allowed to forbid 
polygamy, and the Jews considered themselves bound to obey 
him, they cannot reasonably object to the Christian laws on the 
same subject. Christianity has only effected by its influence 
what It. Gershom endeavoured to accomplish by anathema. 
The only difference is, that Christianity was first, and that It. 
Gershom learnt the evil of polygamy from Christians. If it 
was lawful for a rabbi, it was still more lawful for the Messiah 
to restore the original constitution of marriage as established 
in Paradise, and to deliver Jewish wives and families from al 
that confusion and discord which results from polygamy. But 
it is particularly deserving of notice that It. Gershom, by for- 
bidding the Jews to have more wives than one, made a greal 
and decided change in the oral law. That which the oral law 
allows, It. Gershom forbids. We grant, indeed, that by thus 
changing the oral law, he approximated to the mind and inten- 
tion of Moses : but he altered the oral law, and thereby shows 
us that he himself did not believe that the oral law was to last 
for ever, or that it is of eternal obligation. If he had considered 
it unchangeable, he would not have dared to make the change ; 
but by making so important a change as this, to forbid what it 
allows, he plainly shows it as his opinion, that where there is 
a grave reason, the oral law may be changed or abolished ; and 
all the Jews who acquiesce in his ordinance, and think it is 
unlawful to marry more wives than one* consent to the change. 
But if it be lawful to change in one thing, it must also be law- 
ful to change in another, so that the rabbinical Jews have no 
reason whatever for reproaching their brethren who renounce 
the oral law totally. Such persons are only acting upon a prin- 
ciple practically acknowledged by all the Jews of Europe. It 
may be said that II. Gershom’s change was only temporary, 
and that the present acquiescence of European Jews is only a 
sort of homage to Christian principles. This is certainly true, 
and this reply leads us to consider the dreary prospect presented 
to Jewish females, if ever modern Judaism should obtain power. 
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The influence of Christian principle would then cease, — poly- 
gamy would again be lawful, and the matrons of Israel, who 
now appear as the participators in the family government and 
the guides of their households, would again be degraded into 
one of a herd of female slaves. They might have a hundred 
competitors and rivals in their husbands’ affections, and even if 
the husband should follow the advice of the rabbies, and take 
only four wives, they would at least have three. Now, we ask 
every matron in Israel whether she would wish such a change, 
or whether she would prefer the present state of things, where 
a man can have only one wife P If she prefers the present state, 
then she prefers the Christian principle, and acknowledges that 
Christianity is better than Judaism. If she does not wish for 
the restoration of polygamy, then she confesses that the doc- 
trines of Judaism are injurious, and that she does not desire the 
triumph of her own religion. Then why should she profess a 
religion which she acknowledges to be prejudicial to her wel- 
fare — or why should she reject a religion which protects her 
peace and comfort ? There can be no question, that Christianity 
has prevented amongst the Jews that practice of having many 
wives ; it has, therefore, been a blessing to Jewish families for 
centuries ; why, then, should they despise or oppose a religion 
which has been, and still is, a blessing ? And we propose this 
question, not only to Jewish wives, but to Jewish husbands. 
Is it not a fact, that God’s original institution was that a man 
should have only one wife — does not Moses show that the first 
polygamist was a descendant of wicked Cain, and, that family 
discord and unhappiness is the consequence of having more 
wives than one ? Does not reason, and the state of Mahometan 
countries, show that w T here there are many wives, woman is 
degraded, and the education of children necessarily neglected ? 
Is not the moral, the intellectual, and scientific progress of man- 
kind greatly superior in Christian countries, where men have 
only one wnfe ? Is not, then, the practice of having only one 
wife a blessing ? Has it not been a blessing to Jewish husbands, 
wives, and children ? Are not, then, the J ews deeply indebted 
to Christianity for that measure of peace and moral improve- 
ment which they have derived from this practice ? And would 
not an adherence to their own oral law in the same degree have 
proved a disadvantage, if not a curse P How, then, can they 
oppose a religion which has been to them a blessing ? — or how 
can they adhere to a religion which contains principles subver- 
sive of their domestic peace, and destructive to the well-being, 
and the moral and intellectual improvement of one-half the 
human race ? The rabbies say, that the oral law is eternal in 
its obligation : if so, then polygamy is to be eternal in its con- 
tinuance, and then men are never to return to that state of 
perfection which they enjoyed in Paradise. Who is there that 
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does not see that the race of men was most happy w T hen sin was 
unknown, and most perfect in intellect when he could hold con- 
verse with the Deity and dwell in the garden of God P But if 
Judaism be true, men are never again to enjoy that state, for 
then polygamy was unknown. Adam had only one wife ; and 
until sin entered into the world, and ripened even into murder, 
no man had two wives. Judaism is, therefore, opposed to the 
pure and perfect state of things that existed in Paradise, and 
favourable to that confusion introduced by the murderous La- 
ntech, the son of murderous Cain— and Christianity resembles, 
in its principles of marriage, the happy state ordained by God 
in Paradise. Here, then, we have another and a practical proof 
that the oral law is not of God. Its authors totally misunder- 
stood the mind and purpose of Moses, the servant of God, and 
misinterpreted his temporary toleration of an existing evil into 
a positive permission and sanction for continuing it. We have 
also another proof of the divine origin of Christianity. 


No XLYIII. 

DIVORCE. 

When God delivered the commandments at Sinai, he placed 
those which related to himself first, to teach us that our first 
duty is to love and serve him : and immediately after these he 
gave the command “ Honour thy father and thy mother,” to 
show us that, next to himself, we are bound to reverence, to 
love, and to obey those to whom w T e owe our existence. This 
order of things was not an arbitrary choice, but founded in that 
natural constitution of creation which God ordained as most 
conducive to the intellectual and moral well-being as well as to 
the happiness of his creatures: He does not command us to 
love and serve Him, and Him only, merely because He has the 
right on the one hand, and it is our bounden duty on the other ; 
but because a conformity to his will is an approximation both 
to wisdom and happiness. Neither does he tell us to honour 
father and mother, because we owe them all such reverence, as 
from them we have derived our being, and to them are indebted 
for all the care and affection with which they have tended and 
watched over our infancy : but because He has himself consti- 
tuted the relation of parent and child, and ordained parental 
affection and filial duty as the means of promoting our welfare 
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in time and in eternity. Any religion, therefore, whose ten- 
dency is to render obedience to that command impossible, must 
not only be contrary to the will of God, but to the happiness 
of man ; and this is one of the many reasons for which we think 
that Judaism must be false. The religion of the oral law has 
a direct tendency to diminish a son’s respect for his mother. 
We do not mean to say that in this or any other Christian 
country Jewish sons despise their mothers. The co-existence 
of Christianity necessarily counteracts the development of rab- 
binical principles. We intend only to exhibit the natural and 
necessary consequences, if there were no counteracting force. 
The contempt which the oral law pours upon women in general, 
and the encouragement which it gives to polygamy have neces- 
sarily the effect of lessening their respect both in the eyes of 
their husbands and their sons, and this tendency is still more 
increased by the rabbinic doctrine of divorce , which we now 
propose to consider. The law of Moses permits divorce under 
certain circumstances. It says, “ When a man hath taken a 
wife, and married her, and it come to pass that she find no 
favour in his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness, 
-qT j*TH37, in her ; then let him write her a bill of divorce- 
ment, and give it in her hand, and send her out of his house,” 
&c. (IJeut. xxiv. 1.) But this permission, founded on grave 
and important considerations, the rabbies have perverted into 
an unlimited licence to divorce on the most trifling pretext. 

sbs in»s ns ms unr sb cnnis 'sod ms 
rreffi’23 sipb mb 'arm -im nns nn ss» p ns 
i-im rvns nn sn»t» 'sb sncn sb ns 

snpb 'un-n ib'trnn nmpn ib-ns nnD bbn mm 
-,ns -im is nnn is -m nrijj nn sna 'n 'nn 
mns sma -iVen -no ssmpn m » liras nstrntr 
f^b ns rrm 'nn !~opb mb emi mmn nsa 
-im rrnn snato is m ba? in mn in snan 
: n anab bin' 1 naan nrt&s csa? bbn mnn nnbm 

“The school of Shamai says, A man is not to divorce his 
wife unless he shall find some uneleanness in her, for they 
interpret the verse according to its simple meaning, if she find 
no favour in his eyes on account of his finding some uu- 
cleanness in her. The school of Hillel thinks, that if a woman 
let the broth burn it is sufficient, for they interpret the words, 
‘ a matter of uncleanness,’ to mean, Either uncleanness, or any 
other matter in which she has offended him. But K. Akiva 
thinks, that a man may divorce his wife, if he only find 
another handsomer than she is, for he interprets the verse 
thus, ‘ If she find no favour in Iris eyes,’ where he explains 
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favour to refer to the favour of beauty, or if he find a matter of 
unclean ness. But the legal decision is according to the school 
of Hillel, that is, if a wife sin against her husband, he may 
divorce her.” (Arbah Turim, Hilchoth Gittin., 1.) This mon- 
strous passage is in itself sufficient to shake the authority 
of the oral law, for in the first place we find three grave 
authorities, Shamai, Hillel, and Akiva, all differing as to the 
sense of a most important passage, bearing upon a subject that 
most nearly affects the happiness and well-being of human 
society. One of the gravest questions that can be propounded 
is, When is a man justified in divorcing his wife ? If there be 
an oral law at all, it ought certainly to answer this question 
clearly, unequivocally, and satisfactorily. The existence of dis- 
putation shows that these three rabbies had no authoritative 
tradition on the subject, but were merely giving their own 
private opinions : and that therefore the assertion, that an oral 
law exists, is a mere fiction invented to impose upon the cre- 
dulous, but insufficient to beget faith in any man or woman 
that will make use of the reason given by God. The old fable, 
that God caused a voice to be heard from heaven, saying, when 
the rabbies differ, “ That 

: ovibs '-m ibsi lbs 

both speak the words of the living God,” will not do now. 
Every one can understand that God does not speak contra^ 
dictions. No one will believe that the profane sentiment of R. 
Akiva, That a man may divorce his wife as soon as he finds 
another who pleases him better, can proceed from the God of 
holiness and justice. It is true that his opinion is not the 
law ; but the opinion of Hillel, which is the law, is not a whit 
better. It pronounces that if a woman only spoil the broth 
she may be divorced : now this interpretation of the words of 
Moses is plainly contrary to the grammatical sense : /IViy is 
in Regimen (rO'£D) and joined to ‘“Q'-T by a munach, and 
can therefore by no means be separated from it so as to signify 
“ Either uncleanness or some other matter.” The words of 
Moses, the points, and the accents, all decide that there is 
only one cause for which a man may put away his wife. Hillel 
and his successors have wilfully passed by the plain sense of 
the Hebrew words, in their eagerness to obtain a facility for 
putting away their wives. They were not ignorant of the 
right sense, for that was plainly asserted by Shamai, but were 
determined to get rid of it ; and such was the state of the Jews 
at the time, that they had influence enough to turn their false 
interpretation into law ; and such has been the state of the 
Jews ever since, that it continues law to this very hour. A 
rabbinical Jew may, according to his religious tenets, turn 
away his wife, the mother of his children, on a pretext that 
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would hardly justify the dismissal of a servant. He may 
rudely tear asunder the sacred ties of conjugal affection, and 
separate between mother and children, if the unhappy woman 
should only make a mistake in her cookery. One of the worst 
charges brought against the slave-dealers was, that they had 
no respect either for maternal or filial affection ; that they 
separated between mother and children. The very same ac- 
cusation can be brought against modern Judaism, which legiti- 
matizes the very same disregard for the feelings of a mother. 
Can, then, such a religion, which thus daringly snaps the ties 
of nature, be from God ? Is it possible that God should thus 
expose one half of his rational creatures to the caprice and the 
tyranny of those who ought to be their defenders and protec- 
tors from every insult and every harm? If the same right 
were given to women, though the laws would be most contrary 
to the divine institution of marriage, it would at least have the 
appearance of justice ; but this is denied. The oral law says, — 

sbs tcnna lys® naba < vrso in « 2 an sb ns 
bns i ntrmro re's ■oir-u sbt» nannrn cm main 
: ramin sba?i rni2*n narona ntrsn 

“ The words, * If she find no favour in his eyes,’ teach, that 
the husband does not divorce except voluntarily ; and if the 
woman be divorced against his 'will, she is not divorced. But 
the woman is divorced with or without her will.” (Jad 
Hachazakah Hilchoth, Gerushin, c. 1, 2.) According to this 
doctrine the happiness of the wife and the children is abso- 
lutely vested in the power of the man ; and in any paroxysm of 
ill-humour, he may make them both unhappy for life ; he may 
turn the mother out of her home, drive her forth like a criminal 
from the bosom of her family, and introduce a stranger. Who 
does not see that this is a power unfit to be trusted to the 
hands of any man or any people ? We do not mean to impute 
anything peculiar to the Jews ; we believe that as to their 
natural propensities, humours, and caprices, all men are much 
alike, and that therefore none ought to have the power of thus 
lightly breaking up the domestic constitution. It is no answer 
to this to say, that in this country divorce is not so lightly 
practised. Thanks to the power of Christian principle and the 
existence of Christian laws, it cannot be. But every one, who 
has had much opportunity of seeing rabbinical Jews, knows 
that divorce is practised amongst them with a facility and 
frequency that is astonishing. But this is not the question ; 
we are not examining Jewish manners, but the modern Jewish 
religion ; and if divorce had never been practised, we should 
still pronounce of the oral law, which inculcates such prin- 
ciples, that it cannot be from God ; and of its authors that they 
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were bad men, or they would never have thus trifled with 
God’s most holy institution. The truth is, that the rabbies 
were altogether ignorant of the nature of marriage as God 
established it. They not only allow divorce on the most 
trifling pretext, but they sanction the practice of marrying for 
a given length of time, and, when that time is expired, of 
dissolving the marriage by divorce : — 

nsmn nsi > nanab vnm n»s cis w sb 

: -ima □' i a ,| b nms san: sint£> nbnm 

“A man must not marry a woman with the intention of 
divorcing her ; but, if he previously inform her that he is 
going to marry her for a season, it is lawful.” (Hilchoth 
Gittin in Even Haezer, 1.) Now how contrary is such 
doctrine to the express words of Scripture. “ This is bone 
of my bones, and flesh of my flesh. Therefore shall a man 
leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his 
wife ; and they shall be one flesh.” (Gen. ii. 23.) Here 
Adam, in his state of innocence, pronounces that the tie of 
marriage is more sacred and more binding, than even that 
which exists between parent and child. A man may, and 
for his wife’s sake shall, forsake father and mother, but 
should no more think of separating from his wife, than 
from his own bones and flesh. Who would lightly think of 
parting with a limb, or a portion of his body? Urgent, 
indeed, must be the necessity that wall induce a man to 
permit the separation of a portion of himself, and equally 
urgent should be the cause that should move a man to part 
with her wdio is bone of his bones, and flesh of his flesh. 
Such is the Mosaic doctrine of the marriage obligation ; 
but so little did the rabbies understand it, that they permit 
a man to marry for a week, a month, or a year ; and when 
that season is expired, to tear asunder the sacred ties, and 
that without any cause whatever. But the evident evil that 
must result from the rabbinic doctrine of divorce is still 
more apparent from the first sentence of the passage last 
quoted — “ A man must not marry a woman with the in- 
tention of divorcing her.” These words show the direct 
tendency of the doctrine. When power is given to a man 
to turn out his w ife w r hen he likes, a temptation is at once 
held out to the evil-disposed to marry w r ith the express 
intention of divorcing. The rabbies, therefore, find it 
necessary to forbid it ; but is it likely that this prohibition 
will have much force in the eyes of a man who is wicked 
enough to form the intention ? And suppose a wuckcd man 
does form the intention, and execute it, what remedy had 
the poor injured woman? Thus the oral law leaves the 
daughters of Israel completely at the mercy of the unprin- 
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ciplcd, and places them beyond the possibility of obtaining 
justice. 

But the cruelty and total want of feeling which the oral 
law displays and teaches, with regard to women, appeal’s 
still more plainly from the following extract : — 

mnm tarn nanaa nr nn ina?« nannnatp ^ 
i wnana? tj ns'ana in-s nmntDn as bas < narma 
npsn rrnn sba? 'id > Kin c'»Dn nnpn nr -mi 
-p'sb ;n odd ns mnurb nbiD' nn'H fsnsb 

7 *si ;nbty ?3 npt»ai nb'Dsai mns marm nrrna 
nm 722 nD ]'Ktt? < nmnn niDD -istra mis 7'a"na 
nmsDib a"n m'si < ins n'aa c'ait»n cd mb 
ns'DVDi nan-on “it nn nann cni < nnnsb sbi 
t na botnnbl nirnb a"n m'si a, man 

“ If a man’s wife should become deaf and dumb, he gives 
her a bill of divorce, and she is divorced. But if she 
become insane, he is not to send her forth until she is 
recovered : and this thing is an ordinance of the wise men, 
that she should not become a prey to the immodest, because 
she is not able to take care of herself. The husband there- 
fore, leaves her where she is, and marries another, und gives 
her meat and drink out of her own property. But he is not 
to be compelled to give her food and raiment, and duty of 
marriage, for it is not in the power of a sane person to 
dwell in one house with the insane. Neither is he obligated 
to have her cured, nor to ransom her. But if he should 
divorce her, then she is divorced, and is to be put out of 
his house: and he is not obligated to return and take any 
trouble about her.” (Hilchoth Gerushin, x. 23.) Principles 
more contrary to God’s Word, and to the common feelings 
of humanity, were never inculcated under the name of re- 
ligion. We have been astonished at the cruelty with which 
the oral law treats Gentiles — we have been horrified at the 
coolness with which it speaks of splitting open an Amhaaretz 
— but here it surpasses itself, and out-herods Herod. A man 
accustomed to judge of his duty by the words of Moses and 
the prophets, or even to follow the dictates of unsophisticated 
nature, would conclude that, as he is at all times bound to 
love and cherish his wife, the obligation is doubly imperative 
in case of sickness, but especially so when that sorest calamity 
with which human frailty is visited, insanity, attacks the 
partner of his life. Then it is that the man, who has one 
spark of the fear of God or of the love of man, will show 
all his tenderness, watch over the sufferer with all care and 
anxiety, and if necessary, devote all his worldly goods to 
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minister to her recovery. No, says the oral law, when the 
wife of your bosom most requires your attention, then marry 
another : give her neither food nor raiment, and, if you 
please, cast her out of your house, and leave her to her fate. 
The most charitable conclusion would be, to suppose that 
the men who uttered such sentiments under the mask of 
religion, were themselves insane. But what are we to think 
of Israel, that for eighteen hundred years they have been 
unable to detect so manifest an imposture ? And what are 
we to think of Israel at present, that they sit still and 
suffer their children to be deluded, by being taught that 
this most atrocious system of inhumanity, is that pure and 
holy religion which the God of Israel revealed to Moses ? 
Let not any Israelite mistake us. We do not mean to 
charge such wickedness upon them. The Providence of 
God has in a measure delivered them from such an odious 
yoke. The influence of Christianity has successfully counter- 
acted the full development of these anti-human principles. 
We only mean to direct their attention to the nature of 
that religion to which they have adhered so long ; and to 
induce them to consider what would be the state of the 
world, if Jesus of Nazareth had not arisen to protest against 
such gross corruptions, and to assert the truth. Just suppose 
that the traditions had triumphed. The universal law would 
then be, that men might divorce their wives when they 
please, and in the time of their calamity cast them forth 
into the streets. All the bonds of natural affection would be 
rent asunder. Conjugal affection would cease, filial duty be 
unknown — no son would honour his mother, for how could 
a son honour the unhappy being whom his religion pro- 
nounces unworthy either of succour or compassion in the 
time of her utmost need ? If such principles had attained 
dominion, mankind would have been turned into a race of 
fiends, and this earth have become a hell. What, then, 
has stopped all this misery? Christianity, and Christianity 
alone. It teaches very different principles. When a Chris- 
tian man is married, the vow which he is required to make 
is this — “Wilt thou have this woman to thy wedded wife, 
to live together after God’s ordinance in the holy estate of 
matrimony? Wilt thou love her, comfort her, honour, and 
keep her in sickness and in health ; and, forsaking all other, 
keep thee only unto her, so long as ye both shall live ? ” This 
is the doctrine of the New Testament. The Pharisees asked 
the Lord Jesus, “ Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife 
for every cause? And he answered and said unto them, 
Have ye not read, that He which made them at the beginning 
made them male and female, and said, For this cause shall a 
man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife ; 
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and they twain shall be one flesh? Wherefore they are no 
more twain, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined to- 
gether, let not man put asunder.” (Matt. xix. 3 — 7.) In like 
manner, Paul teaches, “ So ought men to love their wives as 
their own bodies. He that loveth his wife loveth himself.” 
(Ephes. v. 28.) And Peter teaches in the same spirit, “ Like- 
wise, ye husbands, dwell with them according to knowledge, 
giving honour unto the wife, as unto the weaker* vessel, and 
as being heirs together of the grace of life ; that your prayers 
be not hindered.” (1 Peter iii. 7.) 

Let any unprejudiced, yea, or any prejudiced, man, if he 
have only the use of his senses, compare these two doctrines, 
and say which is most agreeable to the will and character of 
God, as revealed in the Old Testament — and, which is most 
calculated to promote the happiness of the human race. The 
combination of mercy and justice forms a striking featme in 
the revealed character of God, but is there either justice or 
mercy in the laws which we have just considered? The 
happiness of the human race depends, in a more than ordinary 
measure, upon the right organization of the family relations : 
but how can there be, any such thing as domestic order or 
peace, so long as the mother is looked upon as belonging to 
an inferior caste, whom it is permitted at any moment, even 
in the most afflictive of all visitations, to outlaw, and drive 
forth from the family circle ? The uncontrolled dominion of 
the oral law would practically annihilate all the sympathies 
and consolations of the domestic constitution. The husband 
could not love the wife whom his religion teaches to despise, 
and forbids to pity. The wife could not love the husband, 
whom she must suspect not only of being destitute of affec- 
tion, but devoid of pity ; and from whom she could only 
expect divorce and expulsion in the hour of calamity. The 
son would learn to despise his mother, whom his religion 
marks out as a fit object for contempt, and a suitable victim 
for the exercise of cruelty. The mother, east out by her 
own partner, would not even have the consolation of being 
pitied by her own children. A false religion would have 
taught them that this unnatural conduct was only obedience 
to the Divine will. The principles of Christianity, on the 
contrary, produce and protect all that domestic happiness 
which distinguishes Christian countries from the rest of the 
world ; and in which Jews participate. The influence of 
Christianity has prevented that misery of which we have given 
but a faint outline. Can, then, the Jews deny that Christianity 
has been, and is, to them a blessing ? or that it is, in its 
principles and effects, more agreeable to the character of God, 
and more productive of human happiness, and therefore 
more excellent and more true than modern Judaism, 
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Conscientious adherence to the dictates of true religion is 
one of the noblest traits that can adorn the human character, 
and this trait has appeared in its most vivid light in not a few 
of the Israelite nation. Elijah the prophet, for instance, is a 
bright example of religious constancy. At a time when all Is- 
rael had forsaken the true God, and zealously professed a false 
religion, neither the allurements of self-interest, nor the power 
of universal example, nor the natural desire of self-preservation, 
could draw him aside from the paths of truth and righteousness. 
Daniel and his three friends in Babylon exhibit the same un- 
wavering firmness in the assertion of truth. The Koval dain- 
ties could not prevail upon them to partake of food offered to 
idols. The fiery furnace could not terrify Hananiah, Mishael, 
vnd Azariah, to commit idolatry ; the lions’ den possessed no 
terrors that could move Daniel to omit the worship of his God. 
But as constancy for the truth ennobles and adorns, in the very 
£ame degree an obstinate perseverance in error diminishes from 
man’s moral or intellectual value. It shows either that his 
moral perception is so blunted as to be unable to discern be- 
tween truth and error, or his moral taste so perverted as not 
to care for the difference — or that there is some intellectual 
deficiency which renders the moral powers inoperative. It 
leads to the suspicion that there is something wrong either 
with the head or the heart. There is, however, a class of 
persons, who persevere in error, not because the head is weak, 
or the heart sick, but because they have never fairly beheld the 
light of truth. They have grown up in a mist of error, and 
circumstances have prevented them from emerging into a purer 
atmosphere. To this class, we would hope, the professors of 
modern Judaism belong. That they have been for centuries 
in error is certain. Many incontestable proofs of this have 
been already advanced ; The rabbinic laics concerning ntD'ntEf 
or the slaughtering of animals , will add another link to the 
chain of evidence. The Babbinists have an idea that wherever 
they may be wrong, in this doctrine they are infallibly in the 
right ; and yet, if the force of education did not afford some 
aid, it would be impossible to imagine how they can be deceived 
by a doctrine so manifestly false, and so entirely devoid of 
Scriptural foundation. In the first place, the slaughtering of 
beasts is, like eating, of every-day and universal concernment — 
a matter that affects the poor and unlearned as much as the 
studious ; and yet the rabbinic rules are so many and so in- 
tricate that either a man must be learned himself, or employ 
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a man of competent learning, to perform this business ; or, he 
must, in spite erf himself, turn Pythagorean and renounce the 
use of animal food. The oral law gives the following outline 
of what is to be understood by the word or slaugh- 

tering : — 

nnw Kncb -pis nno mire miasn it nrpat 
-lurts nasi »ptama? nanan 7a mpa nt va i?T>bi 
p'm panic; 'nai panic? -m nt'sai < na ,i nc?n 
pTDEan m-mn nai > panic? ispi panic? 
m-atn bo bai < amc?n Kin 'ai na , nc?n ns 
ic?sa 'iai -ppaa nnan nasi mma i:ia nbsn 
: nai -|nsc?a nbasi -pmx 

“ It is absolutely necessary to explain the killing (or slaugh- 
tering mentioned in the law), and to know, in what part of the 
beast one slaughters — what is the measure of the slaughtering — 
with what implement one slaughters — when — where — and how 
one slaughters — what things they are which invalidate the act 
of slaughtering — and who is permitted to slaughter. Con- 
cerning all these things, He has commanded us in the law 
where it is said, 4 Then thou shalt kill of thy herd and of thy 
flock, which the Lord, hath given thee, as I have commanded 
thee, and thou shalt eat in thy gates whatsoever thy soul 
lusteth after!’ (Deut. xii. 21.)” (Jad Hachazakah, Hilchoth 
Shechitah, c. i. 4.) Here we have at once a list of eight par- 
ticulars, which must first be known, but then most of these 
again require a long and learned explanation ; for instance the 
first is thus defined : — 

naabi i?air> 12C?» nape ntsTiE? cipn sin nrsi 
mmb nisic nanen *jic?anc?a nsnn fpc c?si ii? 
mpan Tone? bai > n:pa na'nc?n cipa sin nr 
nac?ai naca nanan na;s < isia sip: pinna nm 
pc?ai paa'on ns amc?n d:\sc? is nann msix 
nsca:i » -isica na^nc? mpaa anc?i nbaab 
nn na'nc? mpaa sbe? ac?ia is n:pa na , nc?n 

: nba: pcD nr 

“On what part of the animal is the slaughtering to be ef- 
fected ? On the wind-pipe, from the edge of the uvula down- 
wards as far as the top of the extremity of the lungs, as these 
parts are situated when the beast stretches out its neck to feed : 
this is the place of the slaughtering in the wind-pipe ; and all 
the part outside which answers to this place, is called the neck. 
If the beast forces itself, and stretches out its neck much, or 
if the slaughterer has forced the sinews, and drawn them 
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upwards, and he slaughters at the right part of the neck, 
but afterwards it is found that the wind-pipe or the oesopha- 
gus is not cut at the right place, then it is a doubtful case 
of carrion.” (Ibid. 7.) In like manner, the measure of the 
slaughtering is accurately defined, and must be as accurately 
attended to, or else the slaughtering must be considered un- 
lawful, and then it becomes unlawful for the Ilabbinists to 
eat it. But the most care is required in examining the knife, 
which may be of any material that will cut, on condition that 
there be no gap in it : — 

ptsmirt» -im bt» mnn cbn im rrn cs bns 
: nbioa intents -invn ]tap nbnn mn ib'csi in 

“ But if there be anything like a furrow in the edge of the 
implement wherewith the slaughtering is effected, even though 
the furrow be the least possible, the slaughtering is unlawful.” 
The slaughterer is therefore required to examine che knife be- 
fore and after the act; for if a gap be found in it after the 
slaughtering, it is doubtful whether the beast is not be con- 
sidered carrion : — 

-pis mm moiv is mm mans amtun -p'sb 
ninns pirn pis sb csa? nnsi nns ba pa pnab 
lb'ssi nibm pm bon '-in naiaa pm nssan 

: nntps-in 

“ Therefore he that has to slaughter many beasts or many 
fowls, must examine the knife after each ; for if he does not, 
but examines at the end, and the knife is found to have a gap, 
then all are to be considered as doubtful carrion, even the first.” 
(Ibid. 24.) From these few particulars, it appears that great 
care, and not a little study and practice, are required in or- 
der to slaughter an animal for food according to the oral law, 
and that it is very easy, by mistake or want of knowledge, to 
make the meat unfit for rabbinic eating : but then, besides 
all this, there are the five circumstances which invalidate the 
slaughtering altogether : — 

mbbn -ip'ui nmntrn ns e'-pdsd nnm ntaan 
non n^nu? ]n ibsi ino nns bm -intnb nta'nti? 

: ip'3?i natn mbn 

“ There are five things which invalidate the slaughtering : 
and the most important thing respecting the constitutions of 
slaughtering is, to attend to each one of them, and these are 
they — 1st, If the person makes a stop of a certain length before 
the act is completed. 2d, If the throat be cut at a single blow, 
as with a sword. 3d, If the knife enters too deep, and is hid- 
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den. 4th, When the knife slips up or down from the right 
place. 5th, When the wind-pipe or oesophagus is torn and 
comes out, before the act is completed.” (Ibid. c. iii.) These 
five essentials of rabbinic slaughtering lead again to endless 
questions and definitions ; so that, putting all together, it is 
much to be doubted whether a beast ever was, or ever will be, 
rightly slaughtered according to the oral law. And yet these 
things, of which there is not the slightest mention in the Mosaic 
law, are tied like a heavy burden about the necks of the poor 
and ignorant, and are most oppressive to their bodies and their 
souls. The rich may not, perhaps, feel the oppression, but the 
poor sigh and groan under the load ; and no man considers their 
sorrow, or stretches out a hand to help them. In the first place, 
the intricacy of the act always makes rabbinic meat a great 
deal dearer than other meat, so that the poor man and his 
family, who can at any time, or under any circumstances, afford 
to buy but little food, are compelled by tne oral law to do with 
still less, and in many cases to do without it altogether. Let 
any one visit the haunts of the poor Jews in this city, or enter 
their abodes, and he will find many a wretched family pining 
away for want of proper food ; and yet it is too dear to procure 
a sufficiency ; and if any benevolent Christian should -wish to 
assist them, offer them some of his own, or give them a ticket 
to some of those institutions which distribute meat to the poor, 
the starving family would not dare to accept it, even if their 
conscience allowed them, or if they did, would inevitably draw 
down upon themselves a storm of persecution, and be treated as 
if they had committed the greatest crimes: yea, if the oral law 
had power, the poor starving creatures, that had partaken ot 
Christian bounty, w T ould be flogged for satisfying the wants 
of nature : — 

hq’' voon bs3ti?' '323 2"3?s entse; '-133 

nnb'DS b>3? np'ib't nb33 inra'n® pp n'n ib'ENi 
: irara nbssi -jb sipi < i3S3t» rrnnn p 

“ If a Gentile slaughters, even though he does it in the 
presence of an Israelite, w ith a proper knife, his slaughtering 
is carrion ; and he that eats of it is to be flogged according to 
the written law, for it is said, ‘ And one call thee, and thou 
eat of his sacrifice/ (Exod. xxxiv. 15.)” Yea, the oral law 
goes so far as to extend this rule even to the case of a Gentile 
who is not an idolater : — 

T3? 3333? 33'Nt!7 '33 3b'2ME? 3333 3333 b333 3333 

: nb33 3,33'nti? 

“ A very strong fence has been made round this matter, so 
that the slaughtering even 'of a Gentile, who is not an idolater, 
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is carrion.” (Ibid., c. iv. 11, 12.) It is hardly necessary to 
say, that the above quotation from the oral law is now-a-days 
altogether out of place. Moses was not speaking of Christians 
nor of the inhabitants of these countries, but of the nations of 
Canaan. He had been declaring the words of the Lord, “ Be- 
hold, I drive out before thee the Amorite, and the Canaanite, 
and the Hittite, and the Perizzite, and the Jebusite.” And 
then adds, “ Take heed to thyself, lest thou make a covenant 
with the inhabitants of the land, and they go a whoring after 
their gods, and do sacrifice unto their gods, and one call thee, 
and thou eat of his sacrifice.” (Exod. xxxiv. 11 — 15.) So then, 
according to the oral law, because Moses forbade the Israelites 
to partake of the idolatrous sacrifices of the Hivites and the 
Jebusites, a poor famished creature here in London is not to 
touch Christian meat, nor to partake of Christian bounty. A 
more cruel or oppressive law could hardly have been devised. 
It is all very well for the rich, but it is very little short of mur- 
der to the poor. It binds their consciences with fetters of iron, 
so that even when relief is offered, many turn from good and 
wholesome food sent to them by a kind Providence ; and if a 
spark of light has visited the mind of some victim of poverty, 
and he thinks it lawful to bring home the Christian bounty to 
save the lives of his starving children, fear prevents him. Per- 
haps his wife is still enveloped in all the darkness of superstition, 
and would spurn the proffered relief as an unclean thing, or 
perhaps his children might .innocently betray him, and draw 
down all the weight of rabbinic indignation. A grosser insult 
has rarely been offered to the Majesty of heaven, than to call 
good and proper food, the work of his hands, carrion. A mis- 
take in the slaughtering, an ignorance of the rabbinic art, a 
Gentile hand, is to be sufficient to turn the bounty of Almighty 
God into an unclean thing, and to deprive the poor of their 
daily food. How can the Jews expect God’s blessing so long 
as this state of things continues— how can they be surprised if 
poverty and want, and wretchedness and scorn, tread close upon 
their heels, when they themselves spurn God’s bounty from 
them with disdain P As nations deal with God and his word, 
so he deals with them, HIED mD, measure for measure ; and 
therefore, so long as the oral law teaches them to scorn his 
bounty, and to deprive the poor of their food — so long as the 
cries of the poor ascend and enter into the ears of the Lord of 
Hosts, so long must they expect to feel the rod of his indignation. 
The times of ignorance and superstition God winked at ; but 
those times have passed away. Good or bad, there is a stir in 
the world — there is a shaking of all old opinions, true and false ; 
and from its effects the Jews have not escaped. There are many 
who, for themselves and their families, have renounced Itab- 
binism — who eat Gentile food, and know that in doing so they 
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commit no sin. These are the persons who are most guilty in 
looking upon the misery of their poor brethren without pity or 
concern, and Avithout an effort to deliver them. The rabbinic 
zealot who would persecute his brother for eating meat not 
slaughtered according to rabbinic precept is in comparison in- 
nocent. He conscientiously thinks that he is doing right ; but 
for the man, who himself openly transgresses the oral law, and 
yet sees the faces of his brethren ground by that system, without 
a sentiment of pity, there is no excuse. If he had the common 
feelings of humanity, he would rise up, fearless of all conse- 
quences, and cry out with all his might against those principles 
which have been and are the curse of his nation. He would 
stand forth as the advocate and defender of the poor — yea, and 
he would have God’s blessing. But so long as this class of anti- 
rabbinic Jews remain silent, whether from fear or from interest, 
or from indifference, let them not boast of their superior light. 
Let them not look with self-complacency on the poor victims 
of superstition. They are themselves less respectable and more 
guilty. They are conniving at what they know to be falsehood. 
They are with their eyes open consenting to oppression and 
starvation. They are, by their silence, helping to strengthen 
and confirm a system of anti-soeial intolerance, which has been 
the source of all the calamities which their nation has endured 
for eighteen centuries. What can be more pernicious than to 
teach the ignorant that the food which their neighbours eat is 
carrion, so unfit for the nourishment of a Rabbinist that he ought 
to die, and suffer his family to die of want, rather than eat it ? 
Is it likely to produce kindly feeling on either side, considering 
that the mass of mankind is not actuated by the dictates of 
reason or the precepts of the Bible? On the one side it is 
likely to produce proud contempt, and on the other a spirit 
of retaliation. Every Jew that wishes well to his nation, and 
knows that these rabbinic principles are false, is bound to pro- 
test against them. He ought not to be a poor selfish thing, 
insensible to the wants and the sufferings of others, but should 
do what in him lies, to assert what he knows to be the truth. 
And is it necessary to remind such of the misery which these 
rabbinic principles are still working in every part of the world? 
Here in London the poor are suffering. In the various towns 
of England many Jews arc suffering. In some places a single 
Jewish family is found, generally poor, and the father ignorant 
of the rabbinic art of slaughtering : such persons are compelled 
to abstain altogether from animal food, or to do violence to their 
conscience. The poor Jews who go out to the colonies to seek 
employment are in the same case, and are precluded from taking 
such situations as require them to partake of the food of their 
employers. Even if they can buy an animal, they are not 
allowed to kill it for themselves : — 
s 
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ns y'T'DSEB? cnm nman snv irsa? bsn®' 
antct ms'aa? rroTW rrobnn ]nn savn m^rrorr 
sbi sin sb ina'nro biasb -nos laas ]'ab lya 
n;aa bmsm nba: pcob nsnp it •nm « cnns 
: nrna roa mis paa ma 

“ If an Israelite does not know the five things which in- 
validate the act of slaughtering, as we have explained, and 
slaughters by himself, it is unlawful to eat of his slaughtering, 
both for himself and others ; for this case is much the same as 
that of doubtful carrion, and he that eats of it a quantity equal 
to an olive, is to be flogged with the flogging of rebellion.” 
(Ibid., c. iv.) Such is the mercy of the oral law, and such its 
justice. It punishes the eating of what God has allowed, with 
tlie same severity that it would visit a great crime. It makes 
no provision for those numerous cases of distress which we 
have mentioned. Whether one of its disciples has or has 
not food, it never considers. Without reflection and without 
mercy it sentences every one, who eats meat not rabbinieally 
slaughtered, to be flogged. But, besides the cruelty, what is 
the effect upon the minds of its votaries P It teaches them 
that to transgress this mere human observance is a sin of the 
deepest die, more dreadful far than many which God has for- 
bidden. A Kabbinist would be more grieved to hear that his 
son had transgressed the law of slaughtering, than to find 
that he had becii guilty of falsehood. Its tendency is directly 
to draw off the mind from the weightier matters of the law, 
judgment, justice, and mercy, and to flatter the ill-informed 
that they are good Jews, if only they abstain from meat not 
slaughtered according to rabbinic art. 

Let not any Jew imagine that we wish him lightly to trans- 
gress the law of Moses, or to eat of food which the law of 
God has forbidden. We now speak of that which Moses has 
allowed. If a Jew would see meat offered to idols, or be in- 
vited to partake of an idolatrous feast, let him abstain — let 
him refuse, and protest as strongly as he will and can against 
the sinfulness of such conduct. But where does Moses forbid 
the poor to partake of meat slaughtered by a Gentile wor- 
shipper of the true God, or by an Israelite who has not learned 
the rabbinic art ? Certainly not in that passage to which the 
oral law refers. Moses gives a general permission to every Is- 
raelite, without exception, to kill and eat. “ Notwithstanding 
thou mayest kill and eat flesh in all thy gates, whatsoever thy 
soul lusteth after, according to the blessing of the Lord thy 
God which he hath given thee.” (Deut. xii. 15.) He makes no 
mention of any mysteries connected with the art of slaugh- 
tering, the ignorance of which would disqualify. Why then 
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should a Jew be prevented from doing what Moses has 
allowed — why should he he flogged with the flogging of re- 
bellion, or avow that that mode and measure of punishment 
is impracticable — why should he be persecuted for satisfying 
the cravings of nature, and endeavouring to supply the wants 
of his family ? There is not room now to show fully how 
groundless the rabbinic commands are ; but the one fact of 
their cruelty and oppression of the poor is sufficient to show 
that they are' not from God. Is it possible that any man in 
his senses can believe that God would sentence a poor 
famishing creature to be flogged without mercy for doing 
what the letter of the law allows him to do ? or, that the All- 
wise Being, who foresees and foreknows all things, would 
give a system of laws respecting food, which must expose a 
large portion of his chosen people to want and starvation? 
The worshippers of some cruel heathen deity might possibly 
be led to believe such things, but the disciples of Moses and 
the Prophets know that God is a God of mercy. Let, then, 
every one who has got the sacred books contrast their doctrines 
with those of the rabbies. But, above all, let those Israelites, 
who reject the rabbinic laws concerning the slaughtering of 
meat, show that they have not done it from levity nor in- 
difference, but upon principle. Let them explain* to their 
brethren the reasons and the motives by which they are actu- 
ated, and let them protest, by word and deed, against such 
cruelty, oppression, and intolerance. 


No. L. 

THE BIRTH OF MESSIAH. 

This season of the year naturally draws away our thoughts 
from the subject last under consideration, and reminds us 
of a remarkable difference between Jews and Christians. 
The latter are now about to commemorate the birth of the 
Messiah.* In two days more the voice of praise and thanks- 
giving will ascend to the Creator and Preserver of men from 
every part of the world. On the frozen shores of Labrador, 
and the glowing plains of Hindostan — in the isles of the sea, 
and on the continents of the old and new worlds, millions 

• This number was originally published December 23, 1836. 

s 2 


388 


THE BIRTH OF MESSIAH. 


of Christians will lift up their hands and voices to thank the 
God of heaven for his unspeakable gift, and this shall be 
the burden of their song, “ Unto us a child is born, unto us 
a son is given : and the government shall be upon his shoul- 
der : and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the 
mighty God, the everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace.” 
(Isaiah ix. 6.) But amongst the followers of the oral law 
not a sound of sympathy will be heard. Not a single heart 
will beat with joy, not a tongue offer up the tribute of 
praise. Here is a great and striking difference, that should 
naturally lead both Jew and Christian to inquire, Who is in 
the right: Those who believe that Messiah is born, and joy 
in the remembrance of his nativity ; or, those who refuse to 
join in the general rejoicing, and deny that the Redeemer has 
appeared ? The question is whether there is reason to believe 
that the Messiah was born eighteen hundred years ago ? and 
there are several ways in which it can be satisfactorily an- 
swered. An appeal may be made to the predictions contained 
in the Old Testament, or to the evidence for the truth of the 
Christian Scriptures — or, it may be shown that the Jewish 
rabbies have plainly confessed that the time for the birth and 
appearance of the Messiah is long since past ; and this is the 
mode which we shall adopt at present. The Jews now deny 
that Messiah is come, and consequently believe that Christians 
are mistaken as to the time of his appearing. If they had 
always said so — if they had always assigned a time for the 
coming of Messiah different from that in which Christians 
think the Messiah was born, their present assertion would 
have at least the merit of consistency, and the Jews of the 
present day might urge that their present belief has been in- 
herited from their fathers, and that Christians have adopted 
a notion imknown to the nation at large. But, if it should 
appear that the ancient Jews expected the coming of Messiah 
at the very time, when, as Christians say, he did actually 
come, then the ancient Jews testify that Christians are in the 
right, and that modern Jews are in the wrong, and this is really 
the state of the case. In the first place, the Talmud contains 
a general declaration that the time is long since past : — 

: pspn ba ibri m -ien 

“ Rav says, The appointed times are long since past ” (San- 
hedrin, fol. 97, col. 2), where it is to be rioted that the word 
yp is taken from Daniel, and literally signifies “ End,” as it 
is said : — 

: msben vp via iv 

“ How long shall it be to the end of these wonders ; and 
again : — 
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: ’pc'n vpb ibnnb najm min vpb lb nnsi 

“ But go thou thy way till the end be, for thou shalt rest, 
and stand in thy lot at the end of the days.” (Daniel xii. 6 — 
13.) Kav was therefore of opinion that the period appointed 
by Daniel the prophet was past. But is it possible to believe 
that the God of truth would suffer the time, which he had 
appointed, to pass away without accomplishing what he had 
promised ? When the time which God had fixed for the de- 
liverance from Egypt had arrived, not a single day was lost. 
“ It came to pass at the end ^p °f the four hundred and 
thirty years, even the self-same day, 

: ntn urn 

it eame to pass, that all the hosts of the Lord went out from 
the land of Egypt.” (Exod. xii. 41.) A Wien the period fixed 
for the return from Babylon was come, we read, “ In the first 
year of Cyrus, King of Persia (that the word of the Lord by 
the mouth of Jeremiah might be accomplished), the Lord stirred 
up the spirit of Cyrus king of Persia, that he made a procla- 
mation through all his kingdom.” (2 Chron. xxxvi. 22.) And 
cau we think that the Lord God, who so graciously fulfilled his 
word on these occasions should break it with reference to the 
coming of the Messiah ? Kav is either right or wrong. If he 
be right, then the time fixed by God is long since past, and as 
God cannot break his word, the Messiah must have come long 
since. But if, to get out of a difficulty, the Itabbinists say, that 
Kav w r as wrong, then we have another proof that no reliance is 
to be placed on the doctors of the oral law ; indeed we have a 
proof that the Itabbinists themselves do not believe it, except 
w hen they like ; and that therefore they are not thoroughly in 
earnest about their religion. 

But, secondly, the ancient Jews not only believed that the 
time for the coming of the Messiah was past : they also fixed 
the exact period : — 

'327 sabs mn n:27 rrsbtf ntiitp limbs mn sm 
ms' D'obs \327 > min emebs > imn emsbw 

: rmt£?on 

“ Tradition of the school of Elijah. The world is to stand 
six thousand years. Tw o thousand, confusion. Two thousand, 
the law. Two thousand, the days of Messiah.” (Sanhedrin, 
fol. 97, col. 1.) Upon which Kashi remarks — 

mca Ki2'27 im mn mm c'sb« ^amnwbtp 
: bsi 2 ;'D Tcimi^n bzonn nsann maba nbnm 

“ After the tw T o thousand years of the law, according to the 
decree. Messiah ought to have come, and the wieked kingdom 
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should have been destroyed, and Israel’s state of servitude 
should have been ended.” Here, then, it is expressly stated, 
that Messiah ought to have come at the end of the fourth 
thousand years, that is, according to the Jewish reckoning, 
fifteen hundred and ninety-seven years ago ; or, according to 
the Christian reckoning, about eighteen hundred and thirty-six 
years ago — that is, at the very time when Jesus of Nazareth 
did appear. We do not quote this tradition because we believe 
that it is really a tradition of the school of Elijah, but to show 
what was the opinion of the more ancient Jews, and this it 
certainly does. If the general expectation of the J ews at that 
time had not been that Messiah was to appear at the end of the 
four thousand years, this tradition, whether genuine or forged, 
could never have obtained currency nor belief. If it be a 
genuine tradition from Elijah, then the Messiah is certainly 
come. But if it be fictitious, then it shows the general belief of 
the Jews at the time, and in every case proves that the modern 
Jews do not hold the doctrines of their forefathers, but have 
got a new doctrine of their own. And it further shows, that 
Christians do not hold any new or peculiar opinion about the 
time of Messiah’s coming, but that they believe, as the ancient 
Jews believed, that the end of the fourth thousand years is the 
right time of Messiah’s coming. 

The only answer that the Jews have, is, that the promise of 
Messiah’s coming was conditional upon their repentance, but 
that evasion has been long since refuted in the Talmud as 
contrary to Scripture : — 

pbsaa 'naatan ptaaa bsnun cs -aaas na^bs ~i 
ps cm araam n ib nas > pbsaa pa's asb psa 
•jnb -paaa nnpn mbs pbsaa ca's nnatan raw 
naatan ■pans bs-itan pro natap a^nanata -jbn 
cs -aaas nabs '"i -p's N'ii i naaab pmnai 
can aaata -aasata r pbsaa nawn pans L as-)ta , > 
sbm ataam 'i ib ias > aynmoa sans nnaata 
can absan rpan mba omaa: can nasa -ns 
naiona sb absan span sba mt miava nn-naa 
sbm ataam nb nabs n ab -ias > ana n'taaaa 
n ib ias i pahs naatasa bs naata nasa -na 
vanpba nans "nbaa nas n nasa aa sbm ataam 
cans \nsnna nnstaaa p'ataa maa ins pans 
naatan nasa -na sbm nabs n ab ias / pn 
sbm -itabs ,- ib ataam n ab ias pataan ranaa 
ntab ataaipa bs-ita , > bsaa -n nas na -ias: -na 
aapa asm p'aba pbtaaa -nab na aanab tap 
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“rosa *n~ sbm -robs n b ics < rinn^'i E'i2? 
I’anrp n b nas 2i»n bs 'n csa bs-iti? 1 ' avj?n cs 
-ia?s □■’-tan tznab ursn ns ratrsi -icsa -qd sbm 
n'oavt bs ibsatin 13'a' 1 am ntm 'a^ab bi’aa 
mbaai 'sm tzp~nna n:nab 'a cbwn to sotrn 
n pnan 'in nbs ba naban amp aa t V - 2 

: nabs 

44 II. Eliezer said, If Israel do repentance they will be re- 
deemed, but, if not, they will not be redeemed. It. Joshua 
replied, If they do not repent they will not he redeemed : but 
God will raise up to them a king whose decrees shall be as 
dreadful as Haman, and then Israel will repent, and thus he 
will bring them back to what is good. Another tradition. It. 
Eliezer said, If Israel do repentance, they shall be redeemed, 
for it is said, 4 Turn, 0 backsliding children ; I will heal your 
backsliding.’ It. Joshua replied, But was it not said long 
since, 4 Ye have sold yourselves for nought ; and ye shall be 
redeemed without money,’ (Isaiah lii. 3.) Where the words 
4 sold for nought ’ mean, for idolatry ; and the words 4 redeemed 
without money,’ signify, not for money and good works. R. 
Eliezer then said, to It. Joshua, But has it not been said 
long since, 4 Return unto me, and I will return unto you.’ 
(Mai. iii. 7.) R. Joshua replied, But has it not been said 
long since, 4 1 am married unto you, and I w 7 ill take you one of 
a city, and two of a family, and I will bring you to Zion.’ 
(Jer. iii. 14.) It. Eliezer said, But has it not been written 
long since, 4 In returning and rest ye shall be saved.’ (Isaiah 
xxx. Id.) R. Joshua replied to It. Eliezer, But has it not 
been said long since, 4 Thus saith the Lord, the Redeemer of 
Israel, and his Holy One, to him w r hom man despiseth, to him 
w r hom the nation abhorreth, to a servant of rulers, kings shall 
see and arise, princes also shall worship,’ (Isaiah xlix. 7.) It. 
Eliezer said to him again, But has it not been said long since, 

4 If thou wilt return, O Israel, return unto me.’ (Jer. iv. 1.) 
To which R. Joshua replied, But has it not been written long 
since, 4 1 heard the man clothed in linen, w r hich was upon the 
waters of the river, when he held up his right hand and his 
left hand unto heaven, and sware by Him that liveth for ever, 
that it shall be for a time and times and half a time ; and 
when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the 
holy people, all these things shall be finished.’ Whereupon 
R. Eliezer was silent.” llere then, on the showing of the 
Talmud itself, the opinion that the coming of the Messiah is 
dependent upon Israel’s repentance, is false ; and consequently 
it is true, that Messiah was to oome unconditionally at the 
time appointed j and therefore, as the time is long since past, 
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the Messiah must have come. But the ancient rabbies do not 
leave us to reason upon their words ; on the contrary, they tell 
us expressly that Messiah was born about the time that the 
temple was destroyed. In the Jerusalem Talmud, It, Judan 
tells us a story of a Jew who actually went and saw him : — 

nvi ''in tu'sp mm ''sun' 1 inn mn simn 
n'b ms t nbp yam "my in my nap nmin 
mn sm -fapap ibi -pin '-ity 'siv m 'sm m 
'sm in n'b ms , ms"sn pt nya > styipa rr a 
tsyba mb' sm -fnpap mapi -pin nap \sn' m 
nas t ansa n'b las natt? na n'b las > snma 
p n'b ms iinptn mb nas msi try nai n'b 
: min' nnb mm snba nmn p n'b nas > sin in 

“ It happened once to a certain Jew, who was standing 
ploughing, that his cow lowed before him. A certain Arab 
was passing and heard its voice ; he said, O Jew, O Jew! un- 
yoke thine ox, and loose thy plough-share, for the temple has 
been laid waste. It lowed a second time, and he said, O J ew, 

0 Jew! yoke thine oxen, and bind on thy plough-shares, for 
King Messiah is born. The Jew said, What is his name ? 
Menachem. He asked further, What is the name of his 
father ? The other replied, Hezekiah. He asked again, 
Whence is he ? The other said from the Royal residence of 
Bethlehem of Judah.” (Berachoth, fol. 5, col. 1.) The story, 
then, goes on to tell us how he went and saw the child, but 
when he called the second time, the mother told him that the 
winds had carried the child away. We are quite willing to 
grant that this story is a fable. AVe do not quote it because we 
give it the slightest degree of credit, but simply to show that 
the more ancient Jews were so fully persuaded that the right 
time of Messiah’s advent was past, that they readily believed 
also that he was actually born. The Babylonian Talmud, also, 
evidently takes for granted that Messiah is born, as appears 
from the following legend : — 

n"P mm in'bsb mnntys nb p suin' n 
n'b ms wi' p pyay m smsm Knn'ss 
intn ynsn nn' ns n'b ms 'nsi sabyb ss'ns 

1 'nyaty a bps 'n'si nay 'ib p suin' n -ids 
n'i'ib n'b"y bn n'b ms n'ya 'ns na's n'b nas 
's'2 mm naa'D 'sai 'am snn'cs mm so'm 
Ksas inn 'mosi nas ibiai O'sbn 'bma n"sy 
hsbn trss'yna Kab'i *ias in mosi in 'm> in's 
'mas 'm pby mby n'b las nnab brs nay's 
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" E. Joshua, the son of Levi, found Elijah standing at the 
door of the cave of E. Simeon ben Jochai, and said to him, 
Shall I arrive at the world to come ? He replied, If this Lord 
will. E. Joshua, the son of Levi, said, I see two, but I hear 
the voiee of three. He also asked, When will Messiah come ? 
Elijah replied, Go, and ask himself. E. Joshua then said, 
Where does he sit ? At the gate of Home. And how is he to 
be known ? He is sitting amongst the poor and siek, 
and they open their wounds and bind them up again all at 
once : but he opens only one, and then he opens another, for 
he thinks, perhaps I may be wanted, and then I must not 
be delayed. E. Joshua went to him and said, Peace be upon 
thee, my master and my Lord. He replied, Peaee be upon 
thee, son of Levi. The rabbi then asked him, When will my 
Lord come ? He replied, To-day (alluding to the words of the 
Psalm, To-day, if ye will hear his voice).” (Sanhedrin, fol. 98, 
col. 1.) This is evidently a fiction, and a proof how little 
those doctors regarded truth ; but it shows that he who in- 
vented it, and those who received it, all equally believed that 
Messiah was born, and ready waiting to eome forth for the 
redemption of Israel. It does, indeed, confirm the eommon 
idea, that Messiah’s advent depends upon the repentanee of 
Israel, for it makes the Messiah say that he would eome this 
very day, if Israel would only hear his voiee. But if the 
Messiah may any day, when they repent, eome and save 
Israel, then it is plain that he must have been born long 
since. The testimony of the aneient Jews, then, goes to estab- 
lish these points — First, That the time for Messiah’s advent 
has been long past ; Secondly, That the end of the fourth 
thousand years was the time when he ought to have come : 
and, Thirdly, That at that time he did really come ; for about 
that time, they say, he was born in Bethlehem of Judah. 
Fourth, That ne was taken into Paradise, as Eashi explains 
the gate of Eome to mean the gate of Paradise opposite Eome ; 
and, Fifthly, That he is waiting to return to this earth for the 
redemption of his people. Now who is there that does not see 
at once, that this agrees in the main with the Christian doc- 
trine ? We believe that, at the end of the fourth thousand 
years, the Messiah was born, and at this season of the year we 
rejoice at the remembranee of the Saviour’s birth. The Jews 
refuse to join with us, but who has the greatest show of right? 
Not now to speak of the prophecies, and of the historical 
evidence which we have, we have the testimony even of our 
opponents to show that we are in the right. The most ancient 
rabbinical writings unanimously confess, that the time is past, 
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and that, the Messiah has been long since born, and thus tes- 
tify the correctness of our faith respecting the time of Messiah’s 
advent. Christians, however, go on consistently and believe 
further, that God did not break his word, but performed his 
promise, and therefore we rejoice. The Jews do not believe* 
because they are so engrossed with the temporal deliverance 
of the nation, that they cannot see that another and a greater 
redemption was necessary. We do not, by any means, wish 
to deny that Israel is to be restored to the land of promise, and 
to inherit all the blessings promised in the prophets. On the 
contrary, we fully believe that the Messiah, who visited this 
earth, for a short season, will return and re-establish the The- 
ocracy which was once the glory of Israel, and that, in a much 
more glorious form than Israel ever saw under any of their 
kings. We heartily wish Israel the enjoyment of every bless- 
ing promised ; but we cannot help remembering that Slessiah 
has another and more important office than that of restoring 
the kingdom to Israel, and that is the redemption of the human 
race. The highest pitch of national glory and earthly pros- 
perity would be as nothing, and less than nothing unless the 
children of men were delivered from the effects of Adam’s sin, 
and made partakers of a good hope of everlasting life. Even 
the gathering of Israel from all the ends of the earth would 
appear but a very insignificant business, if it did not stand in 
immediate connexion with the eternal welfare of all nations. 
Many of the sons of men have appeared as conquerors and 
heroes, and have raised their country to a high degree of 
glory, and conferred upon them much temporal prosperity ; 
but if Messiah was to be nothing more, we confess we should 
not think him worth the having. We think of the Messiah as 
the Being, in whom all the families of the earth shall be 
blessed, as the restorer indeed of Israel, but also God’s sal- 
vation unto the end of the earth. This is the doctrine which 
Christianity teaches, and which is confirmed by the law and 
the prophets ; and therefore we rejoice that this great Deli- 
verer has been born — that He came at first in great humility 
to bruise the serpent’s head, and to lay down his life a ransom 
for many. We remember that this blessed news, these glad 
tidings of great joy, were brought to us by Jews ; and, there- 
fore, feeling our deep obligations, we desire to show our 
gratitude by inviting Israel to come and partake in our joy. 
We feel assured that our joy is no illusion. Even the rabbies 
themselves bear witness that the Messiah ought to have been 
born, and was born at the very time in which we believe the 
Messiah to have been born. But if he was born who was he ? 
What other person can make any claim to the Messiahship, 
but He whom we acknowledge ? Is it reasonable to believe, as 
the rabbies do, that God actually sent the Great Deliverer 
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down into this wretched world, and then took him away 
again, without permitting him to accomplish his work ? No ; 
if ever he visited this earth — and that he did visit it, both 
the ancient Jews and Christians assert — he could not have left 
it again without bestowing upon its inhabitants a remedy 
for their woes. The ancient rabbies and the Christians both 
agree as to the time of Messiah’s birth, and the fact of his 
birth in Bethlehem. Indeed the whole nation practically 
showed their agreement with Christians, as to the time of 
Messiah’s advent, by readily following every military adven- 
turer, who laid claim to the character of Redeemer. Even 
before the destruction of the temple, multitudes had suffered 
by their credulity ; but immediately after the desolation, the 
people and the rabbies with one accord followed Bar Chochba, 
and thereby showed the reality of their belief, that that was 
about the time when Messiah ought to appear. Judaism, 
therefore, teaches this doctrine — that God promised the Mes- 
siah, that God fixed a time, that that time is past, and yet 
that God did not keep his promise. Christianity, on the con- 
trary, acknowledges the promise, recognises the time, believes 
that Messiah was born, but believes further that God fulfilled 
his word — that Messiah was not carried away into Paradise, 
until he had accomplished the work that was to be done at 
his first advent. Then, indeed, we acknowledge that He 
ascended into heaven, and sitteth at God’s right hand, from 
whence he will come again for the final redemption of his 
people, and the establishment of the reign of righteousness. 
The only real difference between us is, as to the VERACITY of 
God. We believe that God did not, and could not, break his 
word. Modern Judaism teaches that God broke his promise. 
It is for rational beings to decide which doctrine is most agree- 
able to the Divine character. For our own parts, we will 
rejoice in God’s unchangeableness, and say, in the remem- 
brance, that “ His truth endureth for ever.” 
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According to the confessions of the rabbies themselves, the 
time for the advent of Messiah is long since past, what is there 
then that prevents the Jews from believing in him, who eame 
at the appointed time P The grand objection is, that the nation 
is still in captivity ; they say that Messiah ought to have given 
them liberty. The answer to this objection is, that Messiah 
was willing, and is willing to this hour, to give them liberty, 
but that they will not have it. The very first condition of 
national liberty and independence is moral and intellectual 
emancipation. No nation was ever yet enslaved until the 
hearts and intellects of the people had first become the slaves 
of corruption or superstition — and no nation that hugs to its 
heart the chains of moral slavery, ean ever be made free, nor 
could it retain its liberty if it got it. When Messiah came, 
therefore, as he found the Jewish nation already under the 
Roman yoke, the very first step w r as to endeavour to emancipate 
their hearts and minds, and to deliver them from that moral 
bondage, of which their national degradation was only a con- 
sequence. This first step Messiah immediately took — he pro- 
tested against the superstitions of the oral law, and pointed them 
to the perfeet liberty of God’s written Word. But the nation 
chose to retain the cause of their misfortunes, and to reject the 
overtures of deliverance. If therefore they are still in a state of 
national dependence, they must not cast the blame on God, and 
say that He suffered the time to pass away without fulfilling 
his promise ; nor upon the Messiah, when they themselves 
refused to receive that without which no national liberty can 
possibly exist. They chose to give themselves, body and soul, 
as bond-slaves to the oral law, there was, therefore, no possibi- 
lity of national redemption. It would require an act of omni- 
potent coercion, such as God does not employ, to make a nation 
free against its will. But perhaps the Jews of the present day 
will deny that they are in a state of moral and intellectual 
slavery. We refer them, in reply, to the numerous proofs 
already given in these papers, and especially the laws of 
nfc'ntP or slaughtering , upon which we have a few words to 
add. Where in all the world can a more wretched slave be 
found, than the man, who himself, together with his family, is 
ready to perish of hunger, and yet dare not partake of wholesome 
food, offered by the providence of God, because his rabbinical 
task-masters say, No ? But now take another instance : — 
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“ If a slaughterer, who has not had his slaughtering knife 
examined before a wise man [a rabbi], slaughters by himself, 
his knife must be examined. If it be found in good order and 
examined, he is to be excommunicated, because he may depend 
upon himself another time, when it has a gap in it and yet 
slaughter therewith. But, if it be found to have a gap, he is to 
be deposed from his office, and exeommunieated, and proclama- 
tion is to be made, that all the meat which he has slaughtered 
is carrion.” (Jad Hachazakah, Hilchoth Sh’ehitah, e. i. 26.) 
Here we have the same slavery and the same cruel oppression. 
In the first place we see the intention to make the Jews entirely 
dependent upon the rabbies. The Jews are not to eat meat 
unless it be slaughtered as the rabbies direct, and the slaugh- 
terer himself is not even to do that, which he knows to be right 
according to the oral law, without the express sanction of the 
rabbies. All are to be in bondage, not merely to the oral law, 
but to the rabbi for the time being. They are to have no mind 
and no judgment of their own. In the simplest concerns of 
life they are to be entirely dependent upon the will and judg- 
ment of another. In the second place, we see the determination 
to maintain this tyranny by the severests punishments. The 
man who has slaughtered without showing his knife to the 
rabbi, even though they have no fault to find with him, is to be 
excommunicated — but if a rabbinic flaw in the knife should be 
detected, then not only the man himself is to suffer, but those 
who employed him, and also the Israelites themselves to be 
deprived of food. All that he has slaughtered is to be declared 
unfit for use. Who can deny that those who think their con- 
sciences bound by such laws are in miserable bondage ? Who, 
that has his senses and God’s Word to guide them, ean believe 
that a small gap in a knife is sufficient to make meat unfit for 
food ? Who ever saw a knife, or even the finest razor that 
ever was manufactured, without a series of such imperfections? 
Let a rabbi, who has just pronounced, concerning a knife, 
that it has no gap in it, apply a microscope, and he will soon 
find out that a knife without gaps never existed. He will be 
convinced that the oral law requires what is impossible, and 
therefore cannot possibly be from God. Who then ean 
deny that those who are bound by it, are the slaves of su- 
perstition ? There never was, and never will bo in the world, 
such a thing as a knife without the least possible gap, and 


398 


SLAUGHTERING OF MEAT, CONTINUED. 


consequently there never was, and never will be, any meat fit 
for the food of a Rabbinist. The Jews must therefore either 
give up the use of meat entirely, or they must give up the 
oral law. 

If the oral law were uniformly severe, and everywhere 
required that its adherents should obtain the best possible 
evidence that their meat was properly slaughtered : or in case 
they could not obtain this evidence, that they should entirely 
abstain from meat, the consistency of the doctrine would in 
some measure justify, or at least excuse the credulity of the 
Jews. But this is not the case, its authors felt the inconve- 
nience of their own doctrine, and therefore relaxed whenever it 
suited themselves. For instance, they say : — 

ubi ib -pm ttrrotp pima bsia?' 1 i^nid 'in 
-laisn pi i mma it 'in mv irs is 3ii' cs tot 
fsi / nrsirup rtannn ssai 'b taintri su imbtpb 
i mma it 'in -ins ns nana? iniba? ns sit 
: )rr f naia rronu? bss pronn ane? 

“ If we were to see an Israelite at a distance who had 
slaughtered a beast, and he was to go his way, and we were 
ignorant of the fact whether he understood the art or not, 
in that ease the meat is lawful. And in like manner, if a man 
should say to his messenger, Go and slaughter for me, and 
should find the beast slaughtered, but it should not be certain 
whether his messenger, or another person, had slaughtered it, 
this also is lawful, for the majority of persons concerned in 
slaughtering are skilful.” (Ibid., c. iv. 7.) This relaxation 
shows how exceedingly inconvenient the doctrine was found, 
and how unwilling the doctors were to bear inconvenience 
themselves. No doubt cases often occurred in real life similar 
to those supposed. An Israelite travelling might come to a 
town in which lived a small congregation of Jews, and might 
wish to have some dinner, and would of course wish to have it 
of lawful meat. The only satisfactory way of obtaining it 
would be to go to the person who had slaughtered it, and 
examine him as to his competency, but he might be absent, if 
therefore he should be scrupulous, he would have to go without 
his dinner ; and the same thing would happen to a rich man, 
who might send a messenger to a neighbouring town to have a 
beast killed for him. The messenger might send back the meat 
by some one else, and thus the owner would not have satisfac- 
tory evidence, that the rabbinic laws had been observed. Here 
again the man who was rich enough to do this, might have to 
go without his dinner, or to wait an inconvenient time. The 
oral law has therefore provided in this case that the meat is 
lawful for use without any further scruples. But this decision 
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shows of how little real importance all these precepts about 
slaughtering are. If it he a sin to eat meat not properly killed, 
then it is also a sin to eat meat, when there is no satisfactory 
evidence of this fact. Whenever a man doubts about the right 
or wrong of any particular action, he is certainly wrong if he 
does it. But if it be certain that he may either do it or leave 
it undone without guilt, then that action cannot be sinful. And 
as the rabbies here affirm, that men may lawfully eat meat, 
concerning which they have no satisfactory evidence that it 
has been lawfully slaughtered, it follows that the rabbinic art 
cannot be of much value. Why then should a poor man be 
starved if he does not eat, or flogged if he does eat, meat 
slaughtered by a Gentile, when, if he had money to send a 
beast to be killed, he might eat what was sent back, even 
though he had no proof that the laws were kept ? Indeed how 
are the poor and unlearned ever to know, that they eat lawful 
meat ? If they were even to stand by, and see the operation 
performed, still, as being ignorant of the rabbinic laws, they 
could not understand, and must therefore take the matter 
entirely upon trust : and thus the mass of the nation, the 
unlearned and the women, are made the blind slaves of laws 
which they neither understand nor know ; or rather of those 
who expound those laws, for how can it ’be said that a man 
transgresses that of which he docs not know the right or 
wrong ? 

If the rabbies were all unanimous in their statement of what 
is and is not lawful, the unanimity might in some degree ex- 
cuse the Jews for submitting to a yoke so grievous, and holding 
it fast round the necks of their brethren. They might urge 
the uniformity of the tradition as a proof of its genuineness. 
But this cannot be pretended in the present case. To this very 
hour the rabbies themselves are not agreed as to what is, or 
what is not the oral law. We have just seen that if a man send 
a messenger to have a beast slaughtered, and afterwards find it 
slaughtered, that he may eat of it without asking any more 
questions. This is the general principle, but as soon as it comes 
to be applied in detail the rabbies differ. The Baal Turim thus 
states the difference : — 

bns rvan nsaaip Kpn n"aa-in anai 
-nta'an baa ana pi mios rraata rtssasa is pitaa 
sbw nos sbi rvaata nctawa ib'EN Tnn b*t k"ni 
: K"aann pi pitaata nsiasa 

“ Bambam has written expressly, In case that it should be 
found in the house ; but, if he find it in the street, or on the 
dunghill in the house, it is forbidden. The Baal Haittur has 
given the same judgment : but my lord my father of blessed 
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memory says, the meat is lawful, even if it be found Oil the 
dunghill in the house, and has not pronounced it unlawful, 
except when found on the dunghill in the street ; and Kashba 
is of the same opinion.” (Joreh lleah., 1.) Here, then, we have 
the most learned of the rabbies, disputing as to what is the law ; * 
the one party pronouncing that to be unlawful which the other 
party declares lawful. What, then, are the unlearned to do in 
this case? Or how can it be said that there is an oral law 
which gives the true meaning of the written law ? Or, if there 
be an oral law, what use is it, when it is itself a subject of dis- 
pute ? Every one who has looked into the oral law knows that 
this difference of opinion is by no means a rare case ; and that 
it cannot be said that the difference of opinion is in matters of 
minor importance. Let us, for example, consider the case of 
an Israelite who is accustomed to eat unlawful meat, and does 
so to vex Israel — is it lawful to eat the meat which he has killed? 

isintob nbnm ib p-ona pats K"2t2nn ana 
-na'Hn tana? ckt i vaa ba? nma? bs -ian ns ib^es 
D"s-in w"si fpD is nb\nn pro np'in v, j? -itEO 

: nan aana? ana b"? 

“ Kashba has written that it is not lawful to give him a beast 
intentionally to slaughter, even if an Israelite should stand by. 
But if he has slaughtered the beast, it may be declared lawful 
by means of examining the knife, either at the beginning or at 
the end ; and my lord my father of blessed memory has written 
that in the case of such a person the law is the same as in that 
of a Gentile.” (Ibid. 2.) Now the difference here is very great 
and very important. The one opinion says, that, under certain 
circumstances, such meat is lawful. The other, that it is un- 
lawful as that killed by a Gentile — that is, what the one allows, 
the other pronounces to be so unlawful as to deserve the flog- 
ging of rebellion, as we saw in No. 49. Here, then, is a case 
involving severe corporal punishment, and yet the rabbies are 
not agreed as to which is the law. How, then, can men of 
sense and reflection give themselves up to a system, the doctors 
of which cannot agree upon a question so simple as this, What 
sort of food is law ful, and what is unlawful ? and who, never- 
theless, require unlimited obedience under the heaviest penalties 
temporal and eternal ? The oral law does not suffer a wise man 
to be contradicted, and declares that all their sayings are “ the 
words of the living God;” and yet here they contradict one 
another so widely, that if a man follow the one, he will be 
sentenced to a flogging by the other — and if from fear of the 
flogging he should agree with the latter, he will then be con- 
tradicting the former, and thereby incur the sentence of ex- 
communication, and even run a risk of losing his soul. But 
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in every case he must give up his judgment and his reason, and 
submit to he led by those, who are still disputing about the right 
road : yea, and if he would obey the oral law, must confess that 
they are both in the right. If this be not moral and intellectual 
slavery of the worst kind, we have yet to learn the meaning of 
these words. It will not be a pertinent reply to say that Chris- 
tians also differ in opinion on important points. We confess that 
they do, and will continue to do so, as long as they continue to 
be fallible men : but then these persons do not profess to have 
an oral law given by God in order to preserve them from a wrong 
interpretation. There is one Christian Church that has followed 
the example of the rabbies in this particular, and has therefore 
fallen into many of their absurdities. Difference of opinion 
amongst those who make no such pretensions is no argument 
against the truth of the original records, whence both professedly 
draw their religion. Two men may differ as to the sense of a 
verse in the law of Moses, and yet we know that the verse itself 
contains the truth. But when each of these persons tells us that 
his interpretation is an inspired tradition, and that both, though 
contradicting each other, are equally true and correct, then it 
is evident that they say not only what is false, but what is ab- 
surd, and that they are labouring under a delusion. If it be a 
mere speculative delusion it is to be deplored — but if it be a 
practical delusion, involving the happiness and welfare of thou- 
sands, it must be combated and exposed — and this is precisely 
the case with the oral law. The particular part of it which wo 
have now been considering seriously affects the temporal com- 
fort of many thousands of the poor in every part of the world. 
The general principles enslave the minds of the whole nation, 
and thus prevent the state of happiness and glory which the 
prophets have promised. The Jewish nation is in a state Oi 
dispersion, and in some parts of the world victims of a cruel 
oppression, simply because they are the willing slaves of super- 
stition. Until an intellectual and moral change is effected, they 
never can appear as “ the peculiar people, the kingdom of priests, 
the holy nation.” High and holy is their destiny, and great is 
the providential mercy of God in still preserving them, when 
they refuse obstinately to fulfil it. But neither their destiny 
nor God’s forbearance can be of any avail, until they reassert 
the glorious liberty of the children of God. The chains of Itab- 
binism must be broken, and the mild yoke of Messiah taken 
upon their shoulders, before national independence and liberty 
can return, flow could a nation exist, whose moral and intel- 
lectual energies arc all crampt by the endless subtleties of the 
rabbies ? Ilow could a people maintain national liberty whilst 
they are such perfect slaves to superstition as to believe that 
traditions, which are the curse of the poor, and many of which 
flatly contradict others, all proceed from the God of mercy and 
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truth? The temple must first he cleansed of all defilement 
before the glory of God can enter. It is therefore a matter of 
the first and highest importance, to every Jew who wishes well 
to his nation, to examine that system, whose constant companion 
for so many centuries has been misery ; and if they are convinced 
of its falsehood, then to use every exertion to deliver their 
brethren, from that which is mischievous as well as false. We 
might urge its tendency to produce and perpetuate an unfriendly 
separation between the Jews and their neighbours : not that 
we are ignorant of God’s declaration, 

: 2t»nrp sb enrol pern -neb c'j ?rr 

“ Lo, the people shall dwell alone, and shall not be reckoned 
among the nations.” (Numb, xxiii. 9.) We know it and be- 
lieve it, and are therefore fully convinced, that all the wit and 
power of man will never be able to effect what some so ardently 
desire, an amalgamation with the nations where Israel is dis- 
persed. We have no desire to contravene the declared will of 
God, and to degrade Israel from their position as a holy nation 
to the rank of an inconsiderable religious sect. But still we 
might urge against the oral law, that it goes beyond God’s in- 
tention by producing an unfriendly separation and an estrange- 
ment between man and man, which is injurious to thQ welfare 
of both Jew and Gentile ; we leave this, however, to the con- 
sideration of those Israelites who feel, or profess to feel, a love 
and affection for all men ; and content ourselves at present with 
the indubitable fact, that the laws concerning slaughtering are 
most oppressive to the poor and enslaving to the minds of all. 

It is not merely the bodily grievance of starvation to which we 
now allude, though tha’t is wicked and vexatious to the last 
degree, and should therefore not he tolerated for a moment by 
the humane and the merciful. There is something that is worse 
than any bodily suffering, and that is, to be tempted to do vio- 
lence to conscience by professing what we do not believe, or by 
concealing our real sentiments. And yet in many a Jewish 
congregation this is frequently the case. It pleases God to give 
to the poor the power of reasoning as well as to the rich, and 
thus some of this class are occasionally led to see the absurdity ! 
of the oral law, and to detest those inventions which doom them 
and their families to starvation, but yet they would not dare 
cither to avow or to act upon their conviction. To eat any 
other than rabbinical food would at once cut them off from the 
bounty of the synagogue, and from the sympathy of its wor- 
shippers. To express their convictions would be sufficient to 
have them numbered with the profane and ungodly, and there- 
fore they conceal their real sentiments, and pretend to be what 
they are not, that they may not deprive their families of the 
little assistance which an apparent conformity to rabbinic 
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usages may procure. Here then is another and more unequi- 
vocal badge of slavery. The oral law deprives the poor entirely 
of liberty of conscience. He not only must not eat, he must 
not think, at least he must not express a thought, no, nor even 
a doubt, about that system which is the cause of his misery. It 
is true, that those who profess or suppress religious sentiments 
merely to serve their temporal interests, are either very weak 
or very guilty. But we must make some allowance for the in- 
firmity of human nature, and especially in the ease of a poor 
man, who has no bread for his children, and whose mind has 
been debased from his youth by such bondage. It is to the 
system that we are to impute these debasing effects. It not 
only torments the body, but degrades the mind ; and, therefore, 
every Israelite who loves and respects liberty of conscience, 
should endeavour to procure it for his brethren. According to 
the law of the land they have it. They are free to worship and 
serve God as they think most agreeable to his will ; but the oral 
law steps in between, and deprives them of the benefit. The 
Jewish poor dare not serve God according to their conscience, 
nor even express the convictions of their heart. All the legis- 
lators in Christendom could not set them free. The duty as 
well as the possibility of delivering them from this bondage rests 
with their brethren. But they, alas ! whatever the motive, 
decline the glorious task. 


No. LII. 
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It is recorded of the Cutheans and those other nations 
whom the King of Assyria placed as colonists at Samaria, 
that they endeavoured to combine the service of the true 
God with the worship of idols. “ So these nations feared 
the Lord, and served their graven images, both their 
children and their children's children : as did their fathers, 
so do they unto this day.” (2 Kings xvii. 41.) Every one 
can see that this conduct was as foolish as it was wicked. 
It was wicked to dishonour the true God by associating 
liim with them that were no gods ; and it was foolish to 
imagine that God could be pleased with a partial homage 
and a divided heart. Total idolatry would have been more 
reasonable and less offensive to the Divine Being, for he, 
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whom we acknowledge as God, must necessarily have the 
whole of our fear, our love, and our obedience. And yet 
there is perhaps a way of serving God more unreasonable 
still, and that is by giving to sinful and fallible men the 
honour that is due to God alone. The Cutheans falsely 
thought that God was one amongst many ; and if they 
worshipped the many, it was under the "impression that 
they were really gods. But suppose a nation to acknow- 
ledge the one true God, and then to fix upon a certain 
number of men to be honoured and served with the same 
degree of reverence and obedience ; none can doubt that 
this nation would be far more irrational than that of the 
Cutheans, ^inasmuch as to pay Divine honours to a number 
of our fellow-men is more extravagant still than to worship 
a plurality of imaginary deities. Some may think that such 
a degree of absurdity is impossible, but fact shows that it is 
not only possible, but that it has actually occurred. When 
men exalt the inventions of their teachers to a level with 
the known and acknowledged laws of God, and make obe- 
dience to these inventions an essential part of their religion, 
they confer upon men the highest degree of honour and of 
service that can be rendered to God. The unreserved sub- 
mission of the heart and conscience to the will of God is the 
highest act of worship, and when it is given to the will of 
men, in that degree men are made gods. Whether these 
remarks apply to those who make the niDbn> 

t.e ., “ The constitutions concerning meat in milk ” a part 
of their religion, it is for the adherents of the oral law to 
inquire. 

The general principle of these constitutions is thus ex- 
pressed — 

rninn p tbDsb -vosi ibanb -yds nbnn -itca 

bo -I3ND -YDS Y1EN1 WIN "pimpi nS3nn -110N1 

npib into m3 cn'jisa p , i , p-npan 

rpts bmsn pi , 3ibna na bt mn sb -icsaiy 
b'bni npib into ibt£onat& nbnm nanna arp3t»» 

: bt»2 sbtt? 

“ It is unlawful to boil meat in milk — according to the 
law, it is also unlawful to eat it ; it is likewise unlawful to 
make any profit by it, and it is to be buried. Its ashes are 
also unlawful, like the ashes of other things that are buried. 
Whosoever boils together a quantity of these two things, 
equal to an olive, is to be flogged, for it is said, ‘ Thou shalt 
not seethe a kid in its mother’s milk.’ (Exod. xxiii. 19.) In 
like manner, he that eats a quantity of the flesh and the milk, 
which have been boiled together, amounting in value to an 
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olive, is to be flogged, even though he did not boil them.” 
(Hilchoth Maakhaloth Asuroth, c. ix. i.) Here the oral 
law determines generally, that it is unlawful to boil meat in 
milk, or to make any use of meat so boiled, and sentences 
the transgressor to a severe and degrading corporal punish- 
ment, and yet this determination is altogether an invention 
of men, for which there is not the slightest authority in the 
Word of God. The prohibition of Moses is confined to one 
single case, which is exactly defined : “ Thou shalt not seethe 
a kid in its mother’s milk,” but there the prohibition ends, 
for the specification of one particular shows that that alone 
is intended, and necessarily excludes all others. To give 
some colour to the unwarranted extension, it is asserted that 

nj? t 37 n -rbi ntpn -rbi man ibi bbi 3 sin 'th 

: U'tv na las'i tans'© 

“ Kid includes the young of kine, of sheep, and of goats, 
so that to particularize, the word goat is added as ‘ a kid of 
the goats.’ ” And so Rashi also affirms in his commentary. 
Aben Ezra, however, has saved us the trouble of giving a 
refutation of our own, for he says — 

ptsbni ensnss sintu pi mp' wb 'ia "O p laa'Ki 
tsisn D 1 ' pi » ins pa bi? -laN' wbi na sin "oia? 
'd nna? naa bna 'ia '3 aia? 'ia pan 'ia pa 
C137 m’tri 1PB7 H331 D'T37n E3? WVTI "pi'a 131137 
: abnn 1273 bsi2?' ibss' sb© ibap C'asm 

M This is not so, for nothing is ealled kid except the 
young of the goats ; and in Arabic the word has the same 
signification, and is never applied to any other species. But 
there is a difference between kid and kid of the goats , for 
the former is larger, and it is necessary for the latter still 
to be w T ith the goats ; and the same tiling is true of 
which is used in the same way. It is by tradition that the 
wise men received, that Israel should not cat meat in milk.” 
(Comment, in Exod. xxiii. 19.) Thus Aben Ezra, himself 
a most learned rabbi, eonfesses that the words of the written 
law restrict the prohibition to one particular case, and that 
the rest is mere matter of tradition. Of course if it could 
be proved that this tradition came from God through Moses, 
it would be equivalent to the written law, but there is no 
attempt to prove anything of the kind. The authors of the 
oral law calculated throughout upon the blind credulity of 
their followers, and therefore here, as elsewhere, there is an 
entire absence of proof. Indeed, the tradition itself bears 
the plain mark of forgery. How can any one possibly be- 
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lieve that, if God meant to forbid meat and milk entirely, 
he should first express himself incorrectly, and then leave 
the correction of the error to uncertain tradition ? If the 
command had only been once noticed, it would have been 
hard to believe such a thing ; but when we remember that 
this command is thrice repeated, in Exod. xxiii. 19, xxxiv. 
26, and Deut. xiv. 21, it is plainly incredible. Thrice is 
the command written, and thrice it is restricted to one 
particular case, and yet the rabbics have dared to make 
unauthorized additions of their own, and their followers to 
this day exalt them to a level with the laws of God. It 
cannot be replied that the rabbies would not commit such 
wickedness as this, for every one who knows anything of 
the oral law, knows that a great proportion of it consists 
merely of the words of the Scribes , acknowledged as such, 
and distinguished by that name from the supposed traditions 
from Sinai. Thus in the constitutions before us, it is plainly 
confessed that the written law allows the flesh of wild animals 
and of fowl in milk, and yet the rabbies forbid it : — 

abra fa mi abna fa rrn atra pi 
ama -ppb minn p nbpsa aiDS id's nana 
E'asia >aaaa nb'asa nasi < nsDna amai ibtaab 
abna ai »a ap's mb isian nan laths' sbtt? 'is 
nana abna minn nana arpa ibasn min Sta 
abna pi mbs aman mantra fs 'ant? n-nnn 
: abna aim ba nos "p'sb tana las 

“ And thus the flesh of a wnld animal or of fowl, whether in 
the milk of a wild or tame animal, is not forbidden as food by 
the written law, and therefore it is lawful to boil it, and to 
profit by it. But according to the words of the scribes, it is 
unlawful to eat it, lest the people should go farther, and be led 
into a transgression of the written law, and eat the flesh of a 
clean beast in the milk of a clean beast : for the letter of the 
written law refers only to a kid in its mother’s milk in the 
strictest sense ; therefore the wise men have forbidden all meat 
in milk.” In this there is no equivocation, but a simple con- 
fession that the rabbics have taken upon themselves to for- 
bid what God has allowed ; and have, without ceremony or 
scruple, made great additions to his law. It matters little 
what the motive was, the conduct itself is in the highest 
degree presumptuous. The pretence, that these additions 
were made only for the purpose of keeping the people far 
removed from sin, will not serve as a ground of justification. 
If God had desired such precautionary measures, as being 
either necessary or beneficial, he would have prescribed them 
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himself. If he did not prescribe them, and the rabbies them- 
selves confess that he did not, but that they are the words of 
the scribes, then they can be neither necessary nor beneficial, 
unless we can believe what it would be blasphemy to assert, 
that is, that God’s law was imperfect until it was mended 
by the scribes. It is truly astonishing that men professing 
respect for the law of Moses should treat it with such in- 
dignity, and still more so that those who appear so anxious to 
avoid transgression, should themselves systematically trans- 
gress that plain command. 

: ddhs msD "ids *nin bv worn «b 

“ Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you.” 
(Deut. iv. 2.) But the most extraordinary thing of all is, that 
the modern Jews should pride themselves on the purity of 
their faith, and think that they only of all the nations serve 
the true Qod and him only, when they are in truth serving the 
authors of the oral law, and dividing their religious obedience 
between God and the rabbies. If the rabbinic additions were 
specimens of profound wisdom in legislation, or had a tendency 
to promote either the moral or temporal welfare of mankind, 
there would be some excuse, but what shall we say of those 
who transgress a plain command for the sake of such an addi- 
tion as the following : — 

rranmi mis nab abnm mio nab 1 -ittnrr 
cniES onan rraa < arr:tz7 •nan'' biara ' i "V errats 
is an -pnb cn beats as trra errata abtaaraata 
an sana erratra tns baa as bas an -pnb pis 
aa mats abaa rt» 2 n ?|bap paa Kana 'atm -pnb 
nna aaaa -pnb pis baa asa istrn baasa abnn 

: nbaasa na-nnn 

“ The flesh by itself is lawful, and the milk by itself is law- 
ful, but as soon they are mixed together by means of boiling 
(or cooking) they both become unlawful. In what cases does 
this hold ? When both are boiled together, or when one being 
hot falls into the other also being hot, or when one, cold, falls 
into the other hot. But if one of them being hot falls upon 
the second being cold, then all that part of the meat which 
was touched by the milk is to be peeled off, and the remainder 
may be eaten. But if one in a cold state falls upon the other 
also cold, then that peace is to be washed, and after that may- 
be eaten.” (Hilchoth Maakhaloth Asuroth, c. ix. 17.) We 
have, in the first place, an unwarranted extension of the divine 
command. God has simply forbidden to seethe a kid in its 
mother’s milk. The rabbies first extend this to the young of 
kine, and sheep. Then they advance another step and forbid 
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the boiling or cooking of any sort of meat in milk, and now 
we have seen another advance still, whereby even any mixture 
of flesh and milk is strictly forbidden. Thus the rabbies aim 
at universal dominion, and are satisfied with nothing short 
of an entire subjugation of the heart and conscience. Other 
tyrants must rest satisfied with the enslavement of the body, 
but cannot touch the thought. The authors of the oral 
law attack the liberty of thought, and intrude even into the 
kitchens of their victims. They are determined that their fol- 
lowers shall not eat excepting as they please, and boldly invade 
the prerogative of God himself, by forbidding the food which 
he provides for his people. But this extract presents, in the 
second place, an outrage on common sense. If milk and meat 
each he lawful by itself, how can the mixture make them un- 
lawful P Whatever God forbids is unlawful, no matter whether 
we understand the reason or not. But here the rabbies them- 
selves acknowledge that God has not forbidden this mixture ; 
but that the prohibition is entirely their own invention. We are 
therefore bound to use our senses, if God has given us any, and 
to ask a reason why. Then, again, why should that which is 
lawful when cold, be made unlawful by being hot ? It may be 
said, that this is a matter of little importance. In itself it is ; 
but as a burden on the consciences of men, it is of the very 
highest importance, and as a cheat upon the ignorant it is 
more important still. In many countries, these and similar 
inventions constitute the whole religion of the ignorant, and 
especially of the women. The oral law affirms that it is not 
necessary to teach women the law of God, but it is almost a 
matter of life and death that they should know these rabbinic 
laws about meat and milk. If a woman is unable to read the 
Word of God, and is as ignorant as a heathen, of God’s will, 
the rabbies think that is a trifle. But if a woman were, 
through ignorance to serve up meat with any admixture of 
milk, the whole family would be in an uproar, and the rabbi 
himself would have to be consulted about a remedy for so dread- 
ful a calamity. The consequence is, that with the mass of the 
uneducated, accuracy in these observances passes for piety, and 
these poor beings hope that they are going straight to heaven, 
when they are utterly devoid or ignorant of that holiness, 
truth, and purity, which are the first essentials for admission 
into the presence of God. Thus the oral law destroys the souls 
of multitudes, but others will have to answer for their blood. 
All who uphold the system must share in the responsibility. 
The rabbies who teach, the learned Jews who aid and abet, the 
priests and Levites to whom God has committed the pastor- 
ship of his people, but who neglect their sacred office, all will 
have to answer for the souls of the lost. But most of all those 
who know that these things are wrong, who themselves cat meat 
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and milk, and laugh at rabbinic superstition, and yet are insen- 
sible to the miseries of their poor and ignorant brethren. Every 
one practically acquainted with the working of these laws, 
knows not only that they beget a false notion of religion, but 
that they are also a torment in this life. In domestic and culi- 
nary economy, accidents will happen. Meat may fall into milk, 
or milk into a pot of meat. Misery and vexation are the con- 
sequence, and if the unfortunate woman to whom the accident 
has happened cannot get satisfaction at home, she must go to 
the rabbi to inquire what is to be done. For instance — 

-pnb b>B 3 t» nbn is < nbnn ~pnb bs:tc mo 
ravin tto idib ijtdb banrui man 

osits < nbn 'be? nnnn mapb nbwtp mn bn? 
rniow -120 cyts nn w'w mw cs nnpn ns 
mpa? S"i2 i rnios nrpnn nmsi mmo isb csi 
t nsbn 27 nbn laibonn? mip nn'nnn ns H'sini 
nbnntn ana cman nnis cnytrn pbD sb cs bns 
: nbnn -istu an n-irnai s’n rcsn nn ybn:tr 

“ With respect to meat which falls into milk, or milk 
that falls into the midst of meat, the measure is, if it give a 
taste ? How so ? If a peace of meat fall into a boiling pot of 
milk, a Gentile is to taste the contents of the pot : and if 
he says that it has a taste of meat, then it is unlawful. But 
if it has not the taste of meat, then the milk is lawful, but that 
piece of meat is unlawful. In what cases does this hold ? In 
case that the piece of meat has been taken out, before it has 
emitted the milk which it has sucked in. But if it has not been 
taken out, then a calculation must be made whether its pro- 
portion to the whole is as one to sixty ; because the milk that 
was sucked in, and had become unlawful, has been emitted 
and has mixed with the rest of the milk.” (Ibid.) Now, in 
the most tolerable case, that is, if the owner of the milk can 
afford to lose it and the meat too, there is, first, an unne- 
cessary inconvenience and vexation, which no man has a right 
to inflict upon another. But there is, secondly, and what is of 
far more consequence, a great sin in wasting good and whole- 
some, and, according to the written law, lawful food. If the 
milk tastes of meat, then the milk and the meat are rendered 
not only unlawful but perfectly useless. How then can the 
Jews expect peace and plenty, when their oral law teaches them 
to despise and cast from them with disdain God’s blessings ? 
But suppose that the owner of the milk and the meat is a poor 
man, and that he has laid out his hard and scanty earnings to 
provide food for his family, an accident of this kind will leave 
them destitute. Their last hope of support is taken away, and 
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they may die of hunger. If they go to the rabbies, and urge 
the necessity of the ease — plead that they have no more — 
reason that if meat hv itself is lawful, that milk is also 
lawful — that the law of "Moses no where forbids this food— the 
teachers of the oral law will answer, that their traditions 
sannot be broken ; and the poor people must learn that to 
cat food permitted and given by God is a sin, but to die of 
starvation is lawful. How can men with any of the feelings 
of humanity believe that such a law is from God ? — how can 
men of any common sense suffer the consciences and the bodies 
of the poor and ignorant to be thus tormented ? Above all, 
how can a nation that prides itself on the purity of its faith 
yield an idolatrous obedience to cruel and oppressive laws in- 
vented by men ? It is a vain boast for them to say that they 
have no images — the oral law and its enactments constitute 
a whole host of idols. It is an unfounded triumph which they 
celebrate over the worshippers of Moloch. The oral law is 
a deity as fierce and as bloody, and to it are daily immolated 
the souls and bodies of the poor and ignorant. Any homage 
rendered to falsehood, or to cruelty, is idolatrous; and every 
thinking man must admit, that the worship of the oral law is 
of this character. To the Rabbinists themselves we would 
say, Just think whether it be possible that God would have 
given a law so oppressive, or whether he can have any pleasure 
in the obedience which is rendered at the expense of mercy ? 
To those who reject the oral law we would say, You have 
a duty to perform from whieh nothing can exempt you — and 
that is, to rest neither day nor night until Israel is delivered 
from this idolatrous worship of men, and set free from a yoke 
so oppressive to body and soul. We grant that Christians have 
also a duty, and in these papers we endeavour to discharge our 
share of it. But the duty incumbent upon Israelites is tenfold 
more imperative. The ties of flesh and blood — their office as 
a kingdom of priests— the mercy of God in giving them the 
law as their inheritance — all increase their responsibility and 
add to the weight of obligation. It would be a shame for Israel 
to be silent when even the Gentiles cry out for the restoration 
of the religion of Moses and the prophets. Israelites may have 
peculiar difficulties. They may be united in commercial re- 
lations or by family ties with those who are in bondage to the 
oral law. They may fear the injury of their worldly prospects 
— they may dread the frown of relatives and friends. This 
was also the case of Abraham, when he determined to re- 
nounce the false gods of his fathers, and to worship the true 
God alone ; and every one who determines by God’s help to fol- 
low and assert the truth, must make up his mind to love it even 
more than life itself. But can a son of Abraham hesitate ? 
Will he forfeit the smile of God to escape the frown of friends ? 
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Nay, if his friends are still in error, is this not a double motive 
to urge him forward in the overthrow of that error ? Must he 
not be doubly anxious to deliver his father, his mother, his 
brothers and his sistersfrom such bondage ? The first attempt 
may be difficult — the immediate results may be unpleasant ; bat 
if for God’s sake he asserts God’s truth, he shall have God’s 
blessing, and at last find peace even amongst those who are now 
offended. As long as the present state of things continues, 
Israel can never be restored to their ancient position. God in 
mercy keeps them in dispersion, to prevent the triumph of the 
oral law. But when is this state of misery to cease ? There 
must be a beginning. Some one follower of Moses must be 
zealous enough and bold enough to attack the strong holds 
of superstition, and to rouse his brethren to a sense of their 
condition — some one who not only professes to be a follower 
of Moses, but who has imbibed his spirit, and whose trust is 
in the God of his fathers. 


No. Lin. 

RABBINISM OPPRESSIVE TO THE POOB. 

When God gave Israel the law, by the hand of Moses, he 
also gave them several tests, whereby they might at all times 
try themselves, and know to a certainty whether they were 
really obedient or not — and whether the laws, to which they 
yielded obedience, were really the laws given by Moses. One 
of these tests is found in the following words : — “ Behold, I 
have taught you statutes and judgments, even as the Lord my 
God commanded me, that ye should do so in the land whither 
ye go to possess it. Keep, therefore, and do them ; for this is 
your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the nations, 
which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely this great 
nation is a wise and understanding people.” (Deut. iv. 5.) By 
the help of these words, Israel may know at any time whether 
they are really keeping the laws of Moses. They have only to 
consult their own experience, and determine whether they are 
honoured by all nations on account of their wisdom. Moses 
promises that a reputation for wisdom, and the honour that 
accompanies it, shall be the reward of obedience. If therefore 
the Jews at this present time are obedient, this promise must 
be in daily fulfilment. But, if they are not honoured and 
T 2 
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respected for their wisdom, then we must conclude, that they 
are deficient in obedience, and further, that the laws to which 
they are at present so devoted are not the laws of Moses. Now 
it is a certain fact, that admiration for the wisdom of Israel 
has not been the prevailing sentiment amongst the nations of 
the world for the last two thousand years. The Jewish people 
has been most deplorably underrated. Their genius and their 
literature have been ignorantly undervalued, and the folly of 
the authors of the oral law has been unjustly visited upon 
each and every individual of the nation. We grant the in- 
justice and the impiety of such hasty judgments, but cannot 
deny the fact, and the fact proves that the laws to which Israel 
now yields obedience are not the laws of Moses. They now 
obey the commands of the oral law, and the nations have heard 
of the statutes thereof, but no one says, “ Surely this great 
nation is a wise and understanding people.” Some may, 
perhaps, ascribe this to prejudice, and no doubt there are 
cases where prejudice has much to do with the decision, but 
this is not our case. Our prepossessions are all in favour of the 
Jews, and yet we cannot help questioning the wisdom of those, 
who make such laws as the following a part of their religion : — 

mios nen bs ©b cst abra no^n )'tpb j'N 
yw i lira na ba«' matr m'ar bain 'asn 
P'D'tr ia? mios nen bn trio esi rt'bwa nann ns 
mrsa nrtr esa < abn na bras' sa» nann ns 
nun sb na bras' sbtr? 'is mraa n'nnr is? nan 

: im» nt 'in rabn sbi 

“ It is not lawful to knead the dough with milk, and if it be 
done, all the bread is unlawful, lest this should lead to further 
transgression, and it should be eaten with meat. It is also 
unlawful to smear the oven with the tail of a sheep ,• and if it 
be done, all the bread is unlawful, lest milk should be eaten 
with it. But, if some change be made in the form of the bread 
whereby it may be recognized, so as that neither meat nor milk 
should be eaten with it, then it is lawful.” (Hilchoth Maakha- 
loth Asuroth, c. ix. 22.) We do not wish to persuade the Jews 
either to knead dough with milk, or to smear an oven with the 
tail of a sheep, but when we remember all the poverty and 
want that is in the world, we cannot help asking, What is 
there so sinful in either of the above actions, as to make such 
bread unlawful for the use of God’s people ? Has God forbidden 
it ? or has he so strictly prohibited the use of meat and milk 
together, as to make this excess of caution necessary P Neither 
the one nor the other. The law of God as given by Moses, 
allows the use of meat and milk together. It forbids only one 
particular case, the boiling of a kid in its mother’s milk : and 
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to this the rabbies have, without any authority, added all these 
other commands, and thus burdened the conscience, and made 
religion an intricate and difficult science intelligible only to the 
learned, and not always to them. What wisdom is there in 
forbidding what God did not think neeessary to forbid ? What 
wisdom is there in neglecting or disregarding the revealed will 
of God, and giving up the conscience to the guidance of weak 
and fallible men like ourselves ? But above all, what wisdom 
is there in oppressing and tormenting the poor? The oral 
law says — 

bias'? -ima nbnn nbn is riD'ort basa? •>» 

. to -iun Ynns 

1273 T3 nans -1273 pa nbnro -1273 basa? 'a 
•i3 tank's rTrr27 id abn v-ms bas' sb 

127371 "32a 7113727 2727 1B3 S7H1 mrtS 7111370 1137-27 
: rra-ps id 13-S27 1-327 

“ He that eats cheese or milk first, may eat meat immediately 
after. 

“ He that eats meat first, whether it be the meat of a beast 
or of a fowl, must not eat milk after it, until the regular time 
between two meals, that is six horns, shall have elapsed ; 
because of the meat which remains between the teeth, and 
which is not got out by wiping.” (Ibid., 26, 28.) Now in the 
ease of the rich or the affluent, who ean procure a good and 
sufficient meal of meat, and ean therefore wait for six hours, 
this may be no great hardship, though even in that ease, we 
must protest against the unauthorized burden imposed upon 
the conscience ; but when applied to the needy and the des- 
titute, this law becomes an intolerable yoke. Just suppose the 
father of a starving family who goes forth to beg assistance 
from the charitable. He receives a small portion of meat, and 
hastens back to divide it with his wife and children. They 
partake of the relief, but it is not sufficient to supply their 
wants. He therefore goes forth again, and some friend of the 
poor gives him some milk or cheese, he brings it home with 
thankfulness, but dare not touch it himself nor give it to his 
children — they have already fasted many an hour — they are 
still weak with hunger — a little of the milk or the cheese 
would recruit exhausted nature — the children cry and entreat 
their father, but no — they must still endure the pangs of hunger 
for six hours more, for though God allows this food, the rabbies 
have forbidden it. Is there wisdom in this ? Is God honoured 
by such a religion, which counts his permission as nothing, and 
exalts the authority of the rabbies above that of God himself ? 
And may we not ask the same question of the following law P 
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11 He that eats Gentile cheese, or milk which a Gentile has 
milked, but the Israelite did not see him, is to be flogged with 
the flogging of rebellion. But, as to the butter, some of the 
Gaons have pronounced it lawful, because there is no express 
decision about it, and because unclean milk will not set. 
Others of the Gaons, on the contrary, have pronounced it 
unlawful, on account of the small drops of milk which remain 
in it. (Joreh Heah, 115.) Here we have the same total want 
of consideration for the poor, and the same fierce and cruel 
spirit. Just suppose, again, the case of a destitute Jewish 
family, where the father is laid on a bed of sickness, and unable 
to earn daily bread for his children. The mother, weary with 
tending the sick couch of her husband, and her heart half- 
broken with the children’s cry for bread, goes to solicit help 
from the almoners of the synagogue. She obtains eighteen 
pence per month, but finds that on this small sum it is im- 
possible for a family to subsist ; she then goes to individuals of 
her nation, and gets what she can, but still not sufficient to 
supply the wants of her children, and of her sick husband. 
In her distress, she goes to some Christian neighbours, who 
give her some milk and cheese. The pangs of hunger, and 
the affections of a wife and mother overcome her superstition, 
she carries this bounty home and partakes of it along with her 
husband and children. Has she thereby committed a sin ; 
has she violated any one precept of the Mosaic law ; has she 
blasphemed the name of her God ? Let reason, let the Law and 
the Prophets answer, and they will say, No : she has done her 
duty. But what does the oral law say ? It -says, that she has 
committed a dreadful sin. And what is to be her punishment, 
and that of her husband and children ? Flogging — the flog- 
ging of rebellion. If the oral law had power, it would lead 
them forth to the place of execution, and there inflict stripes 
without number and without mercy. The bystanders, and 
those attracted by the cries would ask, What dreadful crime 
has this family committed ? and the answer would be, To save 
themselves from starvation they dared to eat Gentile cheese 
and milk. Gentiles would ask again, What, is this the law ? 
Hoes Judaism teach that so innocent an action is to be pu- 
nished with such severity ? and being answered in the affirma- 
tive, would go away exclaiming, “ What a merciful religion ! 
Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people ! ” 
No : they would retire in horror, thanking God that they are 
not Jews, and that God has preserved them from so dreadful a 
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delusion, and from such iniquitous cruelty. What, then, do 
our Jewish readers think of this law, and the religion of which 
it is a part ? It is certain that there are multitudes of Jews in 
this city who live in the constant violation of this command ; 
who constantly use milk supplied by Gentiles, and yet pretend 
to profess Judaism as their religion. Let all such ask themselves, 
by what authority they transgress a command sanctioned by 
so severe a punishment. Is it because they think it irrational, 
or unwarranted by the law of Moses ? If so, they attack at 
once the authority of the whole system of Judaism. If the 
oral law can be proved to be absurd, or unjust, or cruel, in any 
one particular, its value as a divine tradition is utterly de- 
stroyed. Let them, then, be consistent ; if they reject Judaism, 
let them say so, let them not pretend to have the Jewish 
religion, when they have it not. Let them honestly confess 
that their reason, directed by Scripture, has led them to reject 
it ; and let them fulfil the consequent duty of endeavouring to 
deliver their poor brethren from a bondage so cruel. They 
must know that these laws about milk and butter, and the art 
of slaughtering, cut off many a poor Jew from the last refuge 
of the destitute — the poor-house. Many a one who is now 
starving with his family, would be glad to have the relief 
which the parish provides, but he dare not accept of it. 
Either his conscience, perverted by these rabbinical statutes, 
will not permit him, or he is afraid of his brethren, who would 
think that in going into such an asylum he had renounced his 
God. Those who use Gentile milk without scruple, will have 
much to answer for, if they suffer such oppression and such 
superstition to continue. It is a vain excuse for any one to say, 
What can I do ? Any one individual, however weak and uniu- 
fluential, has it in his power by God’s blessing, to deliver the 
poor. Let him continually protest against such superstition, 
let him reason with his brethren. Let him determine to take 
no rest, until the yoke is torn from the necks of his nation. 
He will ultimately prevail. He will be the instrument in 
God’s hand, of offering a greater deliverance than that from 
Egypt, inasmuch as the emancipation of the soul is of more 
importance than that of the body. In this respect, amongst 
others, Jesus of Nazareth has done more than Moses. If he 
had not arisen, the oral law would have been universal, and the 
world have continued cither sunk in idolatry or slaves to a 
cruel superstition. The cruelty of a religion, which commands 
a man to be flogged for eating that which God permits, is not 
to be disputed ; the prohibition of Gentile bread furnishes 
another instance of similar inhumanity. 
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“ There are some things which the wise men have pronounced 
unlawful, although they have no foundation for the prohibition 
in the law, as bread of the Gentiles, even though an Israelite 
should have baked it for him — and cooked victuals, which the 
Gentiles have cooked. They have also pronounced it unlawful 
to drink at a Gentile table, even those drinks of which there 
can be no suspicion that wine of libation is mixed with them. 
And they pronounced these things unlawful to prevent the 
possibility of intermarriage,” &c. (Ibid. 112.) There are many 
remarks suggested by this passage, but at present we limit 
ourselves to the prohibition of Gentile bread. It is here con- 
fessed that there is no foundation for it in the law of Moses, 
and that therefore the rabbies have no authority for the prohi- 
bition ; and yet a very little consideration is sufficient to show 
that great inconvenience may arise. For instance, if a poor 
Jew is travelling in this country, exhausts his stock of money, 
and goes to a farm-house to ask relief, he cannot accept any 
meat — he is not to drink any milk on pain of a flogging. 
Suppose, then, that the people offer him some home-baked 
bread, even this is forbidden : — 

: nbisb mios man bm ba? ns 

“ Bread baked by a private house-keeper is eternally for- 
bidden.” The poor man, therefore, may starve. But the 
inhumanity appears still more in the discussion of the question, 
whether and when it is lawful to eat baker’s bread. The 
rabbies are divided. Some allow it, because the rule is — 
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“ He that has fasted three days may lawfully eat Gentile 
bread, and as in many places of our captivity there is no 
Israelite baker, this case is considered parallel to that of him 
who has fasted three days. But there are others who say that 
it is unlawful, unless he has fasted three days, in the strictest 
sense of the word.” (Ibid.) One would think that, in a case 
of doubt, men that had the fear of God would naturally incline 
to the side of mercy ; but here we find teachers of religion 
forbidding what God has allowed, unless the victim of poverty 
has first endured the torment of starvation for three days ,* and 
in one case actually determining that a fellow-creature shall die 
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of hunger, rather than suffer their unauthorized traditions to he 
broken. If a Gentile Government should seize on a number of 
unfortunate Israelites guilty of no crime, and shut them up in 
a prison, and then leave them to die of starvation, what just 
indignation would be excited ! Every man would protest 
against such wanton cruelty, and yet this is just what modem 
Judaism has done. By forbidding Gentile meat, milk, cheese, 
and bread, it has consigned hundreds to starvation. There are 
at this moment numbers of individuals, if not families, pining 
away in want, whose wants could be relieved, if the oral law 
did not interpose its iron front, and pronounce starvation 
lawful, and help from Gentiles unlawful ; and yet their brethren, 
who pride themselves upon their benevolence and humanity, 
leave them to perish, and suffer the system to remain that it 
may be a curse to coming generations. It is truly astonishing 
to see the indifference of those who pride themselves upon their 
emancipation from superstition, and who themselves eat Gentile 
bread, and milk, and cheese, and perhaps meat, without any 
scruple. It is more astonishing still, how the nation at large 
suffers itself to be deluded by men who do not agree amongst 
themselves as to what the law really is. We saw above, that 
the greatest of the rabbies, even the Gaons themselves, differ as 
to the lawfulness of Gentile butter; — here we see that they 
cannot agree as to the lawfulness of Gentile bakers’ bread. 
How is it, then, that the Jews cannot see that their present 
religion of the oral law is altogether one of uncertainty and 
that, therefore, there is no dependence upon it ? Here they eat 
freely, even the strictest, of Gentile bread ; but yet, according 
to some of their greatest men, they are thereby committing a 
deadly sin. These wise men humanely say, that it is necessary 
first to fast for three days. Now of what use is an oral law 
that cannot even tell us certainly what sort of bread it is 
unlawful to eat? The Itabbinist boast is, that the oral law 
teaches them the true meaning of the written law, and thus 
saves them from all doubtful disputation. But how can that be 
true, when the oral law has not yet settled when it is lawful to 
eat Gentile bread ? If the rabbies cannot agree on so simple a 
matter, what trust can be placed in them in difficult questions? 
The Jews cannot even tell, by the help of their religion, 
whether they are not committing a sin, and leading their 
children to commit a sin, when they give them a piece of 
bread and butter. How, then, can they be satisfied with a 
religion where the simplest concerns of life are still a matter 
of doubt and disputation ; and especially where the poor are 
made to suffer the greatest hardships, whilst, by keeping to 
Moses and the prophets, they might find relief ? But, above 
all, how can they believe that a religion is divine, or its authors 
good and pious men, when an innocent action, nay, the ful- 
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filment of a natural duty, is punished with flogging ? There is 
no punishment of which the oral law is so fond ; and it would 
be a curious and interesting employment to furnish a list of all 
the offences to which it is annexed. Perhaps in nothing does 
the Talmud differ more from the New Testament. The New 
Testament has not, in any one case, prescribed so cruel a 
punishment. The Talmud and all its compendiums prescribe it 
on the most trifling occasion. The maxim of the New Testa- 
ment is that of the Old also, “ I will have mercy, not sacrifice.” 
Now, if the practice of mercy be more agreeable in the eyes of 
God, than even those ceremonial rites which he himself ordained, 
with what pleasure can he contemplate the religion of the oral 
law, which punishes, even what God has allowed, with un- 
measured cruelty P Aben Ezra supposed that this command, 
" Not to seethe a kid in its mother’s milk,” was given in order 
to prevent cruelty even to the brute creation ; if this be true, 
how does God regard the perversion of his mercy, which 
pretends to keep this command, to spare the brute creation, by 
dooming hundreds of mankind to starvation, and by flogging 
those who endeavour to escape from their misery by eating 
what he has nowhere forbidden ? If God has compassion upon 
the beasts that perish, what can he think of those teachers of 
religion who talk with such composure of a fellow-creature’s 
fasting for three days before he may eat bread sold by a Gentile 
baker, and who absolutely decide that it is his duty to die, 
rather then partake of bread baked by a private individual who 
is not a Jew ? We appeal to the good sense of every Israelite 
to answer these questions. Is it not evident that the God of 
mercy must view with indignation, those teachers who thus 
misrepresent the nature of revealed religion, and who cause his 
holy, name to be blasphemed amongst the ignorant? But if 
those men are guilty, a portion of .their guilt rests upon all those 
who aid and abet in upholding the system. There can be but 
little excuse for those who have the Law and the Prophets in 
their hands, and who therefore ought to know, that the cruelty 
of the oral law is as contrary to the character of God, as light 
is to darkness. And there is no excuse at all for those Israelites 
who themselves despise these Rabbinical laws, and yet by their 
silence and indifference leave their brethren still in misery. 
They are answerable for all the dishonour done to God ; for 
all the misery inflicted upon man ; and for all the contempt 
heaped upon the wisdom of Israel. 
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The Jews of the present day have got one religion — the 
Christians have got another. It is much to be desired that all 
the sons of men should have the one true religion, but, as this 
is not likely to be the case for some little time longer, it be- 
comes those who differ to examine the nature and grounds of 
their differences. Whatever Jews may think upon the subject, 
Christians feel themselves bound to inquire whether they have 
really erred so grievously as modern Judaism asserts. The 
oral law brings no less a charge against them than this, That 
they are guilty of idolatry, and therefore in a worse state than 
even the Mahometans. 
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“As to those Gentiles who, like the Ishmaelites, are not 
idolaters, their wine is unlawful to drink, but is lawful for 
purposes of profit, as is taught by all the Gaons ; but Christians 
are idolaters, and their wine, even such as has not been used 
as wine of libation, is unlawful even for purposes of profit.” 
(Hilchoth Maakhaloth Asuroth, c. xi. 7.) These words are 
very plain, and are confirmed by the practice of Rabbinists in 
every part of the world, who abstain as carefully from the wine 
belonging to Christians, as their forefathers would have done 
from the idolatrous libation of the Canaanites. Jews, there- 
fore cannot be astonished if we examine with care a religion 
that brings against us so grave an accusation, and endeavour 
to defend ourselves against the charge. We might ask them, 
whether they behold in our churches any of the emblems of 
idolatry. We might refer them to the ten commandments 
written up in the most holy place of our sacred edifices. We 
might quote from the New Testament many warnings against 
idolatry as plain and as solemn as any to be found in the law 
of Moses ; but there is a previous question to be considered, 
and that is, What is the character of that system, which wit- 
nesses against us ? Is it worthy of credit — can its testimony 
be depended upon ? If the oral law be really from God, and 
if its teachers should appear as faithful depositories of Divine 
truth, their testimony would have great weight. But if the 
rabbies be detected as daring corrupters of Divine revelation, 
and their religon be proved to be a perversion of the law of 
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Moses, then this charge must fall to the ground as unworthy of 
all credit; and this is what we assert. We have already given 
many reasons in support of this assertion, and now add some 
more which we find in the laws about “[03 ] V S “wine of 
libation , 1 n which laws appear to us to be not only unwarranted 
additions, but unmerciful, uncharitable, and irrational. 

We do not mean to deny that it is utterly unlawful to 
partake of wine that has been consecrated to idols ; on the 
contrary, we would assert this as zealously as any Israelite. 
Concerning things offered to idols, the New Testament says, 
“The things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to 
devils, and not to God : and I would not that ye should have 
fellowship with devils. Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, 
and the cup of devils.” (1 Cor. x. 20, 21.) Let not therefore 
any Israelite think that we wish to defend what is contrary 
both to the Old and New Testament. But though fully 
convinced of the unlawfulness of drinking wine or anything else 
consecrated to the service of idolatry, we confess that we cannot 
see why it is unlawful to make use of wine not consecrated to 
idolatry, simply because it belongs to, or has been touched by, 
a Gentile ; and yet this is the rabbinic law : — 
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“Wine belonging to Gentiles, of which we do not know 
whether it has been consecrated or not, and what is called 
common Gentile wine , is unlawful even to make a profit of, just 
like wine that has been consecrated ; and this is by the decree 
of the scribes. Whosoever drinks so much as one quarter 
measure of this common Gentile wine is to be flogged with 
the flogging of rebellion. All wine also which a Gentile 
touches is unlawful because he may have consecrated it, for the 
thought of a Gentile is to idolatry. Hence thou hast learned, 
that concerning wine belonging to an Israelite which a Gentile 
has touched, the law is the same as in the case of common 
Gentile wine, which is unlawful even to make a profit of.” 
(Ibid., 3, 4.) Now in this law we have first the unauthorized 
additions of the rabbies. We have already granted, that wine, 
and everything else, consecrated to the service of idols is 
unlawful, but with this the rabbies are not content. They 
forbid wine that was made by, or ever in the possession of, a 
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Gentile, or even if a Gentile has touched it, and that not 
only to drink it, but to make any use of it, or to sell it, or to 
be in any way employed about it, so as to make any profit 
by it. 
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“ The wise men have been very strict with respect to the 
common Gentile wine, and have pronounced its price to be un- 
lawful, as that of wine which has been consecrated to idolatry ; 
therefore, if a Gentile have an Israelite to labour with him, in 
any thing concerning wine, his wages are unlawful. In like 
manner, if he hire an ass, or a ship, to carry wine, the hire 
thereof is unlawful : and if it be given to him in money, lie is 
to throw it into the salt sea. But if the hire be given him in 
clothes, or vessels, or fruits, he is to bum them, and to bury their 
ashes, that no profit may arise therefrom. But if an Israelite 
has hired an ass to a Gentile to ride upon, and he lays upon it 
bottles of wine, then the hire thereof is lawful.” (Ibid., c. xiii. 
15, &c.) For all this there is no authority whatever in the law 
of Moses, — it is a pure invention of the rabbies, who had but 
little respect for the Divine law, and no consideration at all for 
the necessities of man. It is evident that these additions must, 
in many cases, become so many impediments in the way of earn- 
ing a subsistence. The proprietor of a ship, or the owner of 
cattle, is cut off from one source of employment and profit. Now, 
even in the case of the rich, though they may feel it less, this 
is an unjustifiable severity; but in the case of the poor, it 
becomes a most cruel oppression. In the wine-countries, for 
example, a poor Jew might perchance find employment with 
some of the growers of that article ; but the rabbies have 
declared that honest industry, in a matter which God has 
nowhere forbidden, is unlawful, and the fruits of it so abomi- 
nable, as to be fit only for destruction. In this city, also, 
many examples of the absurdity and cruelty of this law might 
be found. Suppose that a Christian wine-merchant should 
wish to employ some one or more of those numerous Israelites, 
who are destitute of the means of earning a livelihood, and 
should therefore offer him a situation, either in his cellar or 
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his counting-house, the rabbies say that he dare not accept of 
it : and that it is more pleasing in the sight of God that the 
man should go about idle, and that his family should starve, 
than that he should labour honestly, and do what God has 
permitted. "Who is there, except the rabbies themselves, who 
does not see that such a decision is irrational, oppressive, and 
unmerciful, not now to speak of its injustice to Christian 
nations, by classing them with the idolaters of Canaan ? But 
take another case, suppose that some Christian, finding a 
Jewish family in deep distress, some of the members perhaps 
recovering from sickness, to whom a little wine might be 
beneficial, gives them a bottle of wine, What are they to do 
with it? May they make use of it to strengthen their 
exhausted frames ? The rabbies answer, No. May they sell 
it, and with the money purchase food, or some other necessary 
of life ? The rabbies answer, No. What then are they to do 
with it ? The rabbies answer, Destroy it ; destroy what would 
recruit your fainting bodies — what would purchase bread for 
your starving children — destroy what might perhaps save your 
life, simply because we have forbidden it; and it is more 
important that our unauthorized laws should be preserved 
inviolate, than that you should be comforted or strengthened 
or relieved in your misery. This is the mercy of Judaism. 
But we have not done yet. Suppose that the mother of the 
family should begin to reason, and say, This wine would 
preserve my poor child’s life ; a little of it would strengthen 
me, and enable me to tend the sick bed with more alacrity ; 
God has nowhere forbidden it. She accordingly administers 
to her child, and partakes herself, when some rabbinic zealot 
enters and perceives what she has done. Now suppose that 
the ministers of the oral law had the liberty to follow out all 
its enactments, what would be the consequence? The poor 
woman would be summoned before a ’p'r JTQ, a tribunal ; the 
oral law would be opened, and her sentence be, The flogging 
of rebellion, as we have cited above. Is this merciful, is it 
just, is it rational? Is there anything like it in the New 
Testament, or in the religion of Jesus of Nazareth? The oral 
law says that we are idolaters, but is it worthy of credit? 
Can any reasonable man place confidence in the teaching of 
those who are so senseless as to forbid a perishing fellow-crea- 
ture to make use of proffered relief, and so merciless as to flog 
him with the flogging of rebellion, if he regards God’s per- 
mission more than their prohibition ? But it is not only ab- 
surdity and cruelty, which here are to be noticed, there is also 
a certain measure of that cleverness which we have remarked 
on former occasions, which provides for the transgression of the 
law and the retaining of the merit of keeping it. The above 
extract says, “If an Israelite has hired an ass to a Gentile to 
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ride upon, and he lays upon it bottles of wine, then the hire 
thereof is lawful and on this principle the owner of a ship 
or a wagon may let either generally for the transport of 
merchandize, and provided the word wine is not mentioned, the 
Gentile may transport his wine, and the J ew lawfully receive 
and use his money, though if the word wine had been men- 
tioned, the money would have been so unlawful, that it ought 
not even he given to relieve the wants of the poor, hut thrown 
into the salt sea. Here the rabbies betray their own insince- 
rity, and their unbelief in their own enactments, by their deter- 
mination to evade their severity, whenever it interfered with 
their own interests. But even if there were no cruelty, no 
contempt for the law of God, and no evasion, the effect of 
multiplying such observances is to lead away the mind from 
the weightier matters of religion. The ignorant think, even 
whilst they are violating the ten commandments, that, if they 
abstain from Gentile wine, they are fulfilling a most merito- 
rious duty, and making compensation for their other trans- 
gressions. Indeed the rabbies themselves are not free from 
this effect, if we may judge by the following passage : — 
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“ If a Gentile harlot be at an entertainment of Israelites, 
the wine is lawful, for their fear is upon her, so that she 
would not touch it. But if an Israelite harlot be at an 
entertainment of Gentiles, her wine that is before her in 
her own vessel is unlawful, because they may touch it 
without her knowledge.” (Ibid., c. xii. 26.) Now if men 
or women are so wicked as to be found in such circum- 
stances, in the open disregard of God’s law, is it not 
deceiving them to tell them, or to lead them to suppose, 
that there can be any merit in any mere ceremonial ob- 
servance, even though it should have been ordained by God 
himself: and is it not straining at a gnat and swallowing 
a camel, to forbid a poor perishing Jew to taste wine 
touched by a Gentile, and to allow it to those who are 
feasting with a harlot ? Perhaps some one will reply that 
it is on account of the idolatry of the Gentile ; but we 
have seen in the first extract given in this paper, that if 
wine be touched even by a Gentile who is not an idolater, 
it is unlawful for a Jew to drink it ; so that to be a Gentile 
at all is in the eyes of the rabbies a greater degradation 
und of more contaminating influence, than to be guilty of 
gross immorality. Now we appeal to the good sense of 
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every Israelite, whether this is not to exalt vice, and to 
degrade humanity ? God chose a people to himself, Israel 
is that people ; we honour them as such : hut, is that any 
reason why Israel should trample upon the ties of our 
common humanity, and look upon the touch even of a 
Gentile who fears God, as so defiling that it makes wine 
unfit for the use of a Jew? How are peace and charity 
ever to prevail between Jews and Gentiles, so long as this 
is looked upon as religion ? Yea, and how is true religion 
and true fear of God ever to prevail amongst the mass of 
the Jewish community, so long as they are taught that Is- 
raelites guilty of immorality are more holy than a Gentile 
who fears God, and that sin is not so dreadful as uncircum- 
cision ? The object of such commands was plainly to prevent 
all social and friendly intercourse between Jews and Gentiles 
under any circumstances, and to build up an eternal wall 
of separation between them. This is very different from 
that national and official distinction instituted by God him- 
self. The object of God’s choice was not to put an end 
to the practice of love and charity between the Jews and 
all the other nations of the earth, but to cement the bonds 
of affection. He made Israel the depository of his oracles, 
that they might communicate the truth to other nations, 
and that thus the nations should feel gratitude for the 
benefit conferred, and the Israelites feel that affection for 
the nations, which a teacher naturally feels for those who, 
by his instrumentality, have forsaken error and embraced 
the truth. The oral law prevents the fulfilment of the 
Divine law, and cuts asunder also these ties of amity and 
peace. It makes it impossible for Israel to communicate 
any blessing, and for the Gentiles to receive any blessing 
at their hands, and goes far towards throwing suspicion on 
the Divine law. If there were no other medium of com- 
munication, than the rabbies, between the Divine law and 
the world, the worship of Jupiter and Bacchus and all the 
other heathen deities would still prevail. How could the 
nations ever have been converted by those who taught them, 
in the first place, that God is such a respecter of persons, 
as to think immorality in a Jew less contaminating than 
the mere external touch of a pious Gentile ? Reason re- 
volts at such profane absurdity, and therefore if God had 
had no better messengers and representatives of his truth, 
idolatry would still continue. Some may reply, idolatry 
does still continue, such at least is the sentence of the oral 
law, and, though grieved that any should be so blind as 
to bring such a charge against Christianity, we are by no 
means angry or offended at it. If the Jews still believe in 
their own religion, and therefore think that Christians are 
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idolaters, it is their bounden duty to say so. But then we 
ask in reply, if Christianity be idolatry, how is it that its 
doctrine is more pure, more merciful, more charitable, and 
more rational than that of the oral law ? Christianity has 
no ceremonial laws to be observed by those who feast to- 
gether with harlots — Christianity nowhere sentences the poor 
to flogging, because they partake of what God allows — 
Christianity nowhere represents God as an unjust and 
impartial judge, who looks not at moral good and evil, but 
at a man’s nation. Christianity teaches that true religion is 
that of the heart — that at the day of judgment merciless- 
ness will obtain no mercy, and that God is the God of the 
spirits of all flesh. Let then the lovers of the oral law 
account for this fact, that Christianity, which they call 
idolatry, teaches a doctrine that glorifies God and benefits 
all men ; whilst Judaism, which they say is the truth, 
teaches a doctrine dishonouring to God, oppressive to the 
Jews, and degrading to all other nations. Some Jews will 
reply, that Christians are not idolaters ; then we ask such 
persons how they can pretend to profess Judaism, which has 
asserted the contrary for so many centuries, and also acted 
upon this principle, prohibiting all intercourse, as much as 
Moses did in the land of Canaan P Either Christianity is 
idolatry, or Judaism is false ; there is no alternative. Every 
Jew, therefore, who asserts that Christians are not idolaters, 
pronounces of Judaism that it is false* Let all such persons 
then deal honestly, let them renounce what they do not 
believe ; and let them denounce to their brethren what 
they think it necessary to disavow before Christians. They 
are bound to do this, not only to renounce the injustice with 
which the oral law treats Christians, but to take away the 
cruel and oppressive yoke which bows down their brethren 
the Jews. If Christianity be not idolatry, then all the laws 
concerning "JD2 “wine of libation,’’ are utterly out of 
place in this country. Then poor Jews may accept of 
Christian bounty, and the offices of kindliness and charity 
may be practised between Jew and Christian. Those Jews 
therefore who profess to believe that Christians are not 
idolaters, are bound, by their obligations both to Jews and 
Christians, to protest against the oral law, and publicly to 
disavow all belief in it. So long as they do not make such 
a public disavowal, their professions of love and charity 
and respect for the religion of Christians must be looked 
upon as hollow and insincere. So long as they make 
such professions, contrary to the oral law, and yet frequent 
the worship of the synagogue, which asserts the divinity of 
the oral law, they must be regarded either as persons who 
have motives for professing what they do not feel, or who 
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want moral courage to renounce what they disapprove. 
These remarks apply particularly to those Israelites who 
have practically forsaken Judaism, who associate with Chris- 
tians, eat Gentile food, and drink Gentile wine, and some of 
whom perhaps even deal in it as an article of merchandize. 
Such persons, though Israelites by nation, are not Jews by 
religion, at least according to that sense in which the word 
Jew has been used both by Israel and Gentile nations for 
the last two thousand years. Such persons cannot pretend 
to be professors of the Jewish persuasion. Any one who 
is in the habit of drinking Gentile wine has practically 
forsaken Judaism, just as much as if he had assumed the 
turban and professed himself a Mahometan. It becomes 
such persons especially to make a stand against the oral 
law, and to declare publicly what their religion is, and 
whether they have any fixed principles at all. They 
cannot he regarded as Christians, for they have not been 
baptized; they cannot say that they are Jews, for they 
have forsaken Judaism ; they cannot assert that they have 
the religion of Moses, for unless that religion he found 
amongst Christians, it does not exist. There is no body 
of religionists to be found in this country who profess them- 
selves Mosaists. In the synagogue the oral law is pro- 
fessed; in the Church Christianity is professed; but where is 
the place of worship frequented by those who have forsaken 
Judaism without embracing Christianity? Such persons 
appear in a light that is not at all advantageous to 
their principles. In private they profess to abhor the in- 
tolerance of the oral law, they violate its precepts, and yet 
on the occasion of the great Jewish fasts and festivals they 
are to be seen in the synagogue joining in the worship, 
and observing the rites of the oral law. What then are 
we to believe concerning such persons ? Are they indifie- 
rentists, who have no religion at all ? or are they secret 
admirers of the oral law, who, for worldly purposes, deny it 
when occasion suits, and conform to it when the conscience 
is uneasy? We are far from pronouncing them either one 
or the other, but simply propose these questions for their 
own consideration, remind them of the equivocal light in 
which they appear, and would give them advice similar to 
that of Elijah to their forefathers. If the oral law be true 
religion, profess and practise it. If the oral law be erro- 
neous, superstitious, and uncharitable, renounce it openly and 
honestly. 
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MOURNING FOR THE DEAD. 

Modern Judaism, or the religion of the Jews, as it is 
professed by the majority of the nation scattered through 
the world, confessedly consists of two parts. The first is 
composed of those laws which are m'lnn i-e. f which 
are either really found in the written law, or are supposed 
to he based upon some passage of it. The second, of those 
laws which are E'HEIDn “ of the words of the 

scribes,” and which are, therefore, mere human institutions. 
Concerning those that were given by God, we readily grant 
that they can he changed or abrogated only by God himself. 
But respecting the latter, both reason and Scripture concur 
in assuring us, that what human authority has ordained, a 
similar human authority may also abrogate. We grant that 
so long as the Jewish polity remained, and the scribes were 
magistrates, their ordinances, so far as they were not contrary 
to the Word of God, were binding upon the Jews : but even 
then those ordinances were not immutable. They might have 
been repealed by the scribes and magistrates who succeeded 
them. And even then, whenever they stood in opposition 
to the Word of God, it was the bounden duty of the Jews 
to refuse obedience. For what reason then do the Jews of 
the present day still pay the same homage to the words of 
the scribes that they do to the Word of God ? The scribes 
are not now the civil magistrates of the countries where the 
Jews reside ; their words, therefore, carry with them no 
authority whatever. The Jews are now in different cir- 
cumstances — are subject to other magistrates and lawgivers. 
The magisterial sanction, which the words of the scribes 
had before the dispersion, has long since been lost ; but God 
nowhere commands the Jews in England to obey laws made 
by thq civil magistrates of Palestine two thousand years 
ago. There is not a shadow of obligation remaining ; and 
therefore the Jews of the present day have a full right to 
examine into their tendency and effects, and if they should 
be found injurious or unsuitable to present circumstances, to 
reject them. If the words of the scribes be not obligatory 
by virtue of Divine authority, the only imaginable reason for 
observing them is the supposition that they are conducive 
to the welfare and happiness of Israel, but if it can be shown 
that this supposition is false, then both reason and religion 
would suggest the wisdom of rejecting them. We have 
already shown of several such laws that they are alike 
noxious to man and dishonouring to God, and think now 
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to exhibit a similar result with regard to the laws concerning 
mourners for the dead. Of many of these it is confessed 
that they are not of God, but simply ordinances of the 
scribes : thus, of the command to mourn seven days, it is 
acknowledged, that it is not to be found in the law: — 

-nba vkssh avn Kbs mmn 7a mbas 
ns2E?rt bns rrvapn nvi nri'an nv Nina? 

: mm ri ms o'D' 

“ The only mourning commanded in the law is that on the 
first day, which is the day of the death and of the burial. 
But that of the rest of the seven days is not an ordinance 
of the law.” (Hilchoth Avel., c. i. 1.) And thus with re- 
gard to the various things from which the mourner is to 
abstain during those seven days, it is acknowledged ex- 
pressly that the command is altogether an ordinance of 
the scribes : — 

7» litwin Qva 7m -noN bnsnc; n'nmn iba 
naabi iDob -nos orr-rna ca' -lNtPai mmn 
bison ns bisobi maa tratsbi -pobi \ombi 
ns fyiptbi mm nma nnpbi nasba rvrorbi 
: ban mbt» Vistobi it»si ns snsV) naan 

“ These are the things which the mourner is prohibited from 
doing, according to the law, on the first day, but according 
to the words of the scribes on the remaining days — shaving, 
washing the clothes, bathing, anointing, duty of marriage, 
putting on shoes, working, reading in the words of the law, 
elevating the chair, uncovering the head, asking after the 
peace of any one.” (Ibid., c. v.) As therefore the rabbies 
themselves do not pretend that abstinence from these things 
during those days of mourning is required in the law ; and it 
is further a matter of fact, that this abstinence is not inculcated 
by the laws of the land, it naturally becomes a question, Why 
then do the Jews now observe these rites ? Are they conducive 
to the happiness and welfare of Israel ? We might doubt re- 
specting several of them, but one is so obviously oppressive to 
the poor as to be almost beyond controversy ; we mean the 
prohibition to work during the seven days’ mourning. We 
do not mean to deny, that when death enters a family, it is a 
providential call to humiliation and serious reflection, and that 
therefore those who can should withdraw for a while from 
their every-day occupation, and seek by prayer and penitence 
to have the affliction turned into a blessing. But to require 
of those who have not food for themselves or their families to 
embitter their cup of sorrow by adding the pangs of hunger, is 


MOURNING FOR THE DEAD. 


429 


to act the part of an inconsiderate and merciless tyrant, and 
this is what the oral law does. It says — 

< nrsbc n"t»3?a tics n'aitwin o'C' nob® be 
iVsi iseo i npicn )n onsnan 'as rvn ib'QS 
: wa Tine nsaa nans '» rrn os 

“ All the first three days it is unlawful to work, even though 
the man should be so poor as to live on alms. But after that, 
if he be poor, he may work privately in his own house.” Thus, 
all those whose business lies out of doors, and who are obliged 
to wander about in order to get a livelihood, are completely cut 
off from the possibility of supplying the wants of their family. 
The law was evidently made under very different circumstances 
from those in which the Jewish people are now found. It 
presupposes that every one has got some trade or occupation 
whereby he can earn his bread at home, but this is not the 
case at present. A large proportion of the people, in every 
part of the world, now get a living by frequenting the public 
resorts of men : to forbid these, then, from going forth to their 
work, is equivalent to forbidding them to eat during seven 
days. Why then should Israel be bound by these laws, which 
even, according to the confession of the rabbies, have no Divine 
authority, and are now only oppressive to the poor ? 

But it is not merely of ineonsideration for the poor that the 
oral law is guilty : we have more than once remarked the 
proud contempt with which it treats the poor and the un- 
learned, and are sorry to find it even in the laws concerning 
the last sad offices to humanity : — 

pttfsnn ins:? tu s ns 'iw nn w'w -pv 

■ptf'Hia can T'abm can < •atrn I'H'na ~p nnst 
:can Tiabn y^rt esi can Y>nbn > cann 

“ If there be two persons dead in a city at once, he that died 
first, is first to be carried forth to burial, and then the second. 
But if one, of them be a wise man, and the other the disciple of 
a wise man, the wise man is to have the precedency. If one 
be the disciple of a wise man and the other an unlearned one 
(amhaaretz), the disciple of the wise man is to be carried forth 
first.” (Joreh Deah, 354.) We do not here object to the 
practical result, but to the spirit of the law. God has ordained 
different ranks and grades of society, and wills, therefore, that 
honour should be given to whom honour is due, and the 
common course of the world brings men and things to their 
level. But the doctors of the oral law were determined not 
to leave their posthumous honour to the natural course of 
events, but whilst they lived, took the matter into their own 
hands, and decreed that the honour paid them in life should 
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also be rendered to their poor bodies after death ; and that no 
plebeian or unlearned person should take precedency, even in 
the last sad memento of human frailty. After deatn there is 
but little difference between the learned and the unlearned, 
and the real difference is made, not by their previous learning 
or ignorance, but by their moral worth. An unlearned man 
may be, and often is, far more beloved by man, and far more 
pleasing in the sight of God, than the most learned, and there- 
fore, when death has destroyed the imaginary distinctions of 
time, if religion makes any difference between the dead, it 
surely ought to make it according to that estimate, which is 
eternal. But the religion of the oral law cannot forget worldly 
distinction, even in the solemn moment of death, and therefore 
commands, that as the unlearned man, no matter what his 
moral worth may have been, has been despised in his life, he 
should still bear the marks of dishonour even in his death and 
burial. But the homage which the oral law pays to wealth and 
mere worldly distinction, is still more apparent in its com- 
mands respecting the measure of lamentation to be dealt out 
to the deceased. It says, on this subject — 

D'Dba '<323 £r>22n ’32 i □’son ’322 D’n’t&S ’32 

: errttfsa rots f 32b 

“ The sons of the rich are to be regarded as the sons of the 
wise men ; and the sons of the -wise men as the sons of kings, 
with regard to praising their deeds.” (Ibid., 344.) Here there 
is no concealment. The learned makers of the oral law choose 
to have their children honoured with the honours of royalty, 
and show that, however highly they might prize their learning, 
they had a due estimate of the value of wealth ; and that how- 
ever they might despise the unlearned, their contempt might 
be moderated, if the object of it was only rich. In the world 
we are not astonished at the inordinate homage paid to wealth, 
but when the teachers of religion bow down before the golden 
idol, and assign to mere wealth an honour which they refuse to 
the piety and moral worth of the poor, we cannot help doubting 
the purity of their professed principles, and questioning the 
truth of their religious system. The main object of religion 
should be to raise men above the delusive appearances of this 
present world — to teach men to look beyond the distinctions of 
rank, and wealth, and learning, to that eternal distinction w hich 
the righteous Judge will make according to man’s deeds. And 
if there be one season more than another where religion ought 
to disregard the principles and customs of the world, it is with 
respect to the hour of death and burial. But here the oral law 
still maintains its love for wealth and worldly distinction, and 
its haughty contempt for ignorance, poverty, and humbleness 
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of station. If any additional proof is still necessary, it is found 
in the forms prescribed on the death of slaves : — 

psi mmn [rrba V'inrs? ps mnsium onasn 
sbs Q'bas 'avian wbi nrro [rpbr d'-ioin 

cnpan new mam to by msb j'-ia'istp cun 
: vxcm innEan rov by mis fa -[3-nan sba' 

“ In the ease of male and female slaves, the people are not to 
stand in a row, nor to say the benediction of the mourners, nor 
the consolations of the mourners ; hut, as one says, to a man 
whose ox or ass is dead, God replace your loss, so one is to say, 
in the ease of a male or female slave who has died.” (Ibid., 377.) 
Volumes could not so clearly set forth the genius of Judaism, 
and the spirit of its authors, as this one short law. It exhibits 
the founders of Judaism, not only as void of all true religious 
sentiment, but absolutely dead to all the natural feelings of 
humanity. If mourners of any description require sympathy 
and respect, surely they are the mourning family of a slave, for, 
excepting erime, there is not anything that can aggravate the 
bitterness of death more than slavery. Here religion should 
pour in its oil and wine, and as it alleviated the miseries of life, 
diminish from the pangs of death. At such an hour, religion 
should assert the liberty of the soul, and remind the children 
of pride, that in the life after death the distinction of master 
and slave is unknown ; that there eternal and spiritual liberty 
awaits all the children of God, whatever their outward con- 
dition here. At such an hour, religion should especially console 
the survivors with the hope, that there is another and better 
state of existence, where the slave and the freeman are equally 
regarded, and dealt with according to one eternal rule of justice. 
But the religion of the oral law, on the contrary, carries the de- 
gradation of slavery even down to the grave, and helps it to 
survive the period of bondage. It ordains that the usual reli- 
gious rites should not be observed, and places the slave on the 
same level with the brute that perisheth. It prescribes no con- 
solation for the slave’s afflicted family, but ordains that his 
master should receive the same words of comfort, as if he had 
lost an ox or ass. The death of the slave is looked upon as 
nothing ; it is only for the slave-owner’s loss that the oral law 
has any consideration. The fact of his having been a human 
being, an inheriter of God’s image, and an heir of everlasting 
life, is entirely overlooked by the rabbies. He was a slave, and 
they think, therefore, that as he was treated like a beast whilst 
he lived, he may be buried like a beast now that he is dead. 
If these slaves had been Gentiles, it would not have been sur- 
prising that the oral law should treat them with such little 
ceremony. But we must remember that all such slaves were 
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compelled to become proselytes to Judaism. They were, there- 
fore, co-religionists with their masters ; but even this could not 
procure them the respect due to human beings. Because the 
providence of God had made them slaves, the oral law endea- 
voured to turn them into beasts. We are sure that many Jews 
of the present day will revolt with horror from such a doctrine; 
and acknowledge that it is a libel upon religion. They will be 
ready to confess, that the poor slave is a fellow-creature, and an 
expectant of life eternal ; but let such persons stop to consider 
whence they have derived these sentiments, so much more just, 
more merciful, and more worthy of religion, than those ex- 
pressed in the oral law. That they have not derived them from 
Judaism is clear. May they not, then, be indebted for them to 
the influence and atmosphere of Christianity in which they 
live? Certain it is, that the New Testament contains very 
different principles, respecting the treatment of slaves, from 
those which we have discovered in the oral law. But, further, 
would it not be well for those who disapprove these rabbinic 
principles, to ask themselves why they profess the rabbinic 
religion ? If it be true that a slave is something better than 
an ox or an ass, Judaism, which classes them altogether, must 
be false : and the men who made such laws, must be confessed 
to be very unfit teachers of religion. Nay more, Judaism must 
be acknowledged as a religion most unfit to promote the hap- 
piness of the human race. If Judaism should prevail again, 
and, as its advocates expect, prevail universally, slavery would 
also prevail in the same degree : slaves would again oe com- 
pelled to become proselytes, and again be treated as beasts. 
Such is the great consummation, the regeneration that Judaism 
promises the world. We therefore ask every Jewish reader, 
Whether he can pray for such a state of things, and whether he 
wishes to be thus enabled to degrade and trample upon his 
fellow-sinners ? If he does not, there must be something wrong 
in the religious system which he professes — and if he only de- 
tects this one error, or acknowledges only this one falsehood 
respecting the classification of slaves with oxen and asses, it is 
sufficient to shake the whole rabbinic fabric : and if he has any 
concern for the honour of the Jewish nation, he will endeavour 
to deliver them from such a foul imputation upon their mercy 
and their humanity. 

But there is one point more in these laws respecting mourn- 
ers, which it is necessary to notice. The oral law forbids the 
mourner, as we have seen above, to read in the words of the 
law for seven days : — 

tidni i cumin csuai rrnra rvnpb nos bas 
: nnist rvobrr imbn nicra 
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“ The mourner is forbidden to read in the law, the prophets, 
and the Hagiographa : it is also forbidden to study in the 
Mishna, Talmud, Constitutions, and Agadoth.” That a mourner 
would have no great loss in not being allowed to study in 
the oral law, we can readily believe ; but why should he be 
prohibited from going to the great fountain of consolation — the 
revealed Word of God ? If there be one season of life more fit 
than another for studying the Word of God, surely it is when 
death has entered a family, and reminded all its inmates that 
the wages of sin is death. If a husband or wife be left to 
mourn over the bereavement of a beloved partner, what conso- 
lation ean be equal to that which they find in God’s promise of 
a world where there is neither sorrow nor death, and where 
those who meet shall never part again ? If children be left to 
mourn over the removal of their parents, whither should they 
flee for consolation rather than to that Word which tells them 
of him who is the father of the fatherless ? Every reasonable 
person will think also that, when the heart is softened by the 
paternal chastisement, then is a peculiarly appropriate season 
for learning his precepts and taking heed to his exhortations — 
and yet the oral law, with a sort of most perverse ingenuity, 
has just selected that period of human life, in which the conso- 
lations of God’s Word are most necessary and its instruction 
likely to be of most use, to forbid the reading of it altogether. 
And here, the rabbies have not scrupled to set aside the plain 
command of God. God says of his law, “ Thou shalt meditate 
therein day and night and makes no exception for the seven 
days of mourning for the dead. In describing the character of 
the iighteous he says, “ His delight is in the law of the Lord, 
and in his law doth he meditate day and night and pronounces 
a blessing upon such a character. But the rabbies, in contempt 
both of the command and of the promised blessing, forbid the 
already afflicted mourner to obey the command and to seek the 
blessing. Even when the scribes and rabbies were in the ple- 
nitude of their power as civil magistrates in the land of Israel, 
obedience to sueh a command would have been unlawful, as 
implying disobedience to the command of God. The law of God 
and the law of man are here plainly in collision ; the former 
commanding Israel to study in his law day and night ; the latter 
prohibiting all study for the seven days of the mourning ; but 
whenever these two authorities are opposed, no rational being 
can doubt that it is Israel’s duty to obey God rather than man. 
But, in the present day, when the oral law is not the law of the 
land, when, therefore, the ordinances of the scribes have no 
authority whatever, it is impossible to conceive why Israel 
should obey this prohibition, unless they wish, by some public 
act, to exhibit their determination to transgress the laws of God. 
Every one who abstains from the study of God’s Word for seven 

u 


434 


DISPENSATION FROM AN OATH. 


days, plainly disobeys the Divine command as given by Moses 
and the prophets; how then can the Jews of the present day 
deceive themselves by supposing that they have the religion of 
Moses? The main difference between Heathenism and the 
religion of Moses is, that the latter gives a revelation of God’s 
will to guide us in difficulty and to comfort us in affliction. 
The main difference between a Heathen and a Jewish mourner 
ought to be, that the Jew flees for consolation to God and his 
Word, whilst the Heathen indulges in sorrow as those that 
have no hope. The oral law, however, breaks down with this 
distinction, and reduces the Jew to the level of the Heathen, by 
robbing him in his hour of need of God’s promises, and com- 
manding him to abstain for seven days from all study of God’s 
Word. These laws respecting mourning, then, as being oppres- 
sive to the poor, insulting to the unlearned, degrading to hu- 
manity, and contrary to the express precepts of the Divine 
law, have no intrinsic merit to commend them to Israel, and 
no claim upon their obedience. 


No. LVI. 

DISPENSATION FROM AN OATH. 

A RELIGION which is plainly contrary to any of the Divine 
attributes, must necessarily be false. For instance, God is a 
holy God : a religion, therefore, which would promote unholi- 
ness could not have the Holy One of Israel for its author. 
God is also a merciful and a just God : a religion, therefore, 
which is characterized by cruelty or injustice, cannot proceed 
from him ; and for this reason, amongst others, we believe that 
the religion of the oral law cannot be that true religion which 
God gave to Moses and the prophets. The oral law is most 
unjust in its laws respecting Gentiles, slaves, and unlearned 
men, and most unmerciful in very many of its enactments. 
But if there be one attribute more than another, which is 
distinctive of the true God, it is truth. In the prophecies of 
J eremiah, He is even identified with truth, as it is said : — 

: n'nbs m 

“The Lord God is Truth.” (Jer. x. 10.) And in that pre- 
diction, which he put into the mouth of Balaam, he says, that 
it is by this attribute that he is distinguished from the sons of 
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men. “ God is not a man that he should lie ; neither the son 
of man that he should repent : hath he said, and shall he not 
do it ? or hath he spoken, and shall he not make it good ? ” 
(Numbers xxiii. 19.) Men may be wicked enough to promise 
what they do not intend to perform, or after promising, may 
change their mind, and refuse to fulfil their engagements ; but 
God is too holy to deceive wilfully, or to alter what has pro- 
ceeded out of his mouth. A religion, therefore, which in any 
wise tends to lessen our reverence for truth, or encourages 
men to alter a solemn engagement, or, what is still worse, 
teaches how to absolve from oaths, cannot proceed from the 
God of truth ; and this is what the oral law does in certain 
cases. We do not mean to accuse it of teaching, as the reli- 
gion of Itome does, that dispensation may he had from every 
kind of oath. On the contrary, the rabbies assume the power 
of dispensation only in the case of rWHEb “rash 

oaths ; ” but we mean to assert, that even that assumption is 
contrary to the Word of God, and injurious to the cause of 
truth ; and, therefore, sufficient to overthrow the credit of the 
oral law as a religion given by God. The doctrine itself is as 
follows : — 
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“ If any man swxar a rash oath, and afterwards repent of it, 
because he sees that if he keep this oath it will cause him grief, 
and therefore changes his mind ; or it* something should occur 
to him which w r as not in his mind at the time w hen he swore, 
and he repent on that account; behold, a person, in such 
circumstances, is to ask one wise man (rabbi), or three com- 
mon men in any place where there is not a wise man, and they 
absolve him from his oath ; and then it will be lawful to do a 
thing which he had sworn not to do, or to leave undone a 
thing which he had sworn to do : and this is what is called 


436 


DISPENSATION FROM AN OATII. 


absolution from oaths. This matter has no foundation what - 
ever in the written law , but it has been learned from Moses, 
our master, by oral tradition, that the Scripture, 1 He shall not 
profane his word,’ (Numbers xxx. 3, in the English Bible 2,) 
means, that a man shall not himself profane his word in a way 
of levity and with a contemptuous mind, according as it is 
written, ‘ Neither shalt thou profane the name of thy God ’ 
(Levit. xix. 12) ; but if a man repent and change his mind, a 
wise man is to absolve him.” (Hilchoth Sh’vuoth, c. vi. 1, 2.) 
Here it is plainly taught, that if a man has reason to fear any 
personal inconvenience, or even if he changes his mind, he 
may escape from the most solemn obligation that can be laid 
upon the consciences of men ; and that, after appealing to God 
in confirmation of his declaration to do or to leave undone 
some particular action, one or more of his fellow-sinners can 
remit his duty to firs Creator, and give him a license to do the 
very contrary of that which he had promised before and unto 
God, that he would do. Now let every Israelite reader first 
consult his own reason, and reflect whether this doctrine is 
agreeable to the character of God, as set forth in the Scripture. 
The God of the Bible is a God of eternal and immutable truth. 
One of his peculiar characteristics, that he keepeth covenant and 
mercy. A man, therefore, who breaks his word, and still more 
so, a man who breaks an oath, is unlike God. Is it probable, 
then, that God would give a religion with a special provision 
for making men unlike himself? Again, God is a God of 
knowledge, and therefore knows that the children of men are 
in a great degree the children of habit ; he knows also that 
by habit the evil propensities are strengthened, and that there 
is" in men a strong propensity to shrink from their word, if it 
cause any trouble or damage : is it likely, then, that God would 
give a law directly tending to strengthen that evil propensity 
bv forming a habit of breaking one’s word, even under the 
solemn circumstances of an oath ? Reason decides that such a 
law cannot proceed from the God of Israel. Has it then any 
support in the written Word of God? It would be strange, 
indeed, if the Word of God should contain anything contrary 
to reason. As revealing the nature of Him who is incompre- 
hensible, it may contain things above our reason : but that in 
giving laws for man it should give him license to do what his 
reason tells him is directly opposed to the character of God, is 
altogether incredible. The rabbies, themselves, however, do 
not endeavour to justify the doctrine by a reference to Scrip- 
ture. They say in plain terms, “ This matter has no founda- 
tion whatever in the written law ,” and thus acknowledge that 
it is altogether a matter of tradition, the argument against it, 
therefore, becomes doubly strong. Every one knows, that a 
story loses nothing by passing through many mouths, but that 
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in the course of its progress it gets so many additions, and 
undergoes so many changes as at last to be scarcely recognis- 
able. This circumstance makes all oral tradition uncertain 
and unsatisfactory, but is particularly suspicious when it ap- 
pears, not only opposed to the Scripture character of God, but 
also favourable to the evil propensities of man. If it had 
exacted a more scrupulous regard to truth and a willing 
submission to hardship and inconvenience for the sake ot 
truth, then, as opposing the principles of self-interest, it would 
have been less suspicious ; but when it actually tells men that 
to do what may save them from worldly trouble or personal 
disadvantage is a Divine institution, one cannot help suspect- 
ing that it is an invention of men, who found it convenient 
occasionally to escape from the obligation of an^ oath. But 
after all, the great arbiter must be the written Word of God. 
The rabbies say, That it has been learned from Moses by oral 
tradition, that the words, “ He shall not profane his word,” 
mean that a man shall not himself profane his word in a way 
of levity, but that he shall go to a wise man and get absolu- 
tion ; let us then read the whole verse from which those words 
are taken : — 
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“ If a man vow a vow unto the Lord, or swear an oath to 
bind his soul with a bond, he shall not break his word, he 
shall do according to all that proceedeth out of his mouth.” 
Now let any man of common sense and honesty say, 
whether if it had been God’s intention to forbid all abso- 
lution from oaths, He could have employed words more to 
the purpose than these; or whether the plain simple gram- 
matical meaning is not directly opposed to the rabbinic doc- 
trine? God says, If a man swear, he shall not profane his 
word. The rabbies say, he may profane his word. To prevent 
all mistake, God further adds, “ He shall do according to ail 
that proceeds out of his mouth.” The rabbies say, he need 
not do what proceeds out of his mouth; and yet they have 
the face to tell us, that their doctrine is from Moses, and is 
the traditional interpretation of words which signify the very 
reverse of what they say. It is only wonderful that they 
should have referred to this verse at all, and the fact can only 
be accounted for by the supposition that this verse was too 
plain to be got over, and therefore they thought it best to take 
the bull by the horns, by selecting this very verse as the basis 
of their interpretation. That this verse in its grammatical con- 
struction is directly opposed to the oral law no one can doubt, 
for it forbids what the rabbies allow, and commands what the 
rabbies forbid. But the opposition is not found in this verse 
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only. The other verse to which the rabbies also allude is equally 
plain against it. The words, “ Ye shall not swear by my name 
falsely, neither shalt thou profane the name of thy God. I am 
the Lord,” plainly forbid that absolution from oaths which the 
rabbies teach not only as lawful, but as of Divine authority. 
We know that the rabbies make a distinction between 
•ptp a false oath and a TO'QtP rash oath ; but the dis- 

tinction, as made by them is unfounded. A rash oath, according 
to their doctrine, is an oath concerning something which it is 
possible and lawful for a man to do or to leave undone ; for as 
soon as it interferes with the fulfilment of a Divine command, 
it belongs to that class of oaths which they call NTO rTO’QtP 
vain oaths. If, therefore, a man swears to do what is both law- 
ful and possible for him to do, and afterwards draws back and 
does it not, what man in his senses can doubt, that that indivi- 
dual, no matter what the pretext for not keeping the oath, is 
guilty of having sworn falsely ? What is it to swear falsely, if 
voluntarily to refuse to do what a man had previously sworn to 
do, constitute not that sin ? A sinful falsehood is a wilful depar- 
ture from truth ; here there is that wilful departure : who, then, 
will dare to affirm, that such conduct is not contrary to the ex- 
press command of God ? Rabbinists sometimes say, that though 
the oral law sometimes commands more than is commanded in 
the Scriptures, it never allows what God has forbidden; but 
here w r e have a plain example of the contrary. Here the oral 
law allows false swearing, which God has positively forbidden. 
The doctrine of absolution from oaths teaches men to transgress 
three nt 27 Vn wb mHD negative precepts. The man who 
swears to do anything and then does it hot, because he has got 
absolution, violates, first, the negative precept, “ He shall not pro- 
fane his word he violates, secondly, the negative precept, “Ye 
shall not swear by my name falsely and, lastly, he violates a 
negative precept more important than either of the others ; and 
that is, “Neither shalt thou profane the name of thy God.” 
Any man, pretending to religion, who should act upon these 
principles, first swear and then obtain absolution from his oath, 
would expose his religion to the contempt and indignation of all 
honest men, and thereby do all that in him lies to profane the 
name of his God. Let, then, every Israelite who thinks that the 
negative precepts are more important than the affirmative, re- 
member, that in this one instance the oral law teaches him to 
violate three such precepts ; and let him reflect further, that the 
upholding such a law as this is to profane the name of the God 
of Israel before those who are ignorant of the Scripture. 

But the rabbinical doctrine does not stop at prospective 
absolution, it goes so far as to absolve from the guilt of 
perjury actually committed : — 
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“ If a man swear a rash oath concerning the future, hut 
lies in that which he has sworn, as, if he should swear not 
to eat this bread, and afterwards should eat it ; and if, after 
he has eaten it, before he brings his sacrifice, in case he did 
it ignorantly, or before he is flogged, in case he did it pre- 
sumptuously — he repent and ask a wise man, and he absolve 
him, behold such an one is exempt from the sacrifice or from 
the flogging : and not only so, but if they had actually bound 
him in order to flog him, and he ask a wise man, and he 
absolve him before the flogging has commenced, he is ex- 
empt.” (Ibid. 18.) In this rabbinic decision there are two 
cases, and both contrary to the Word of God. First, we 
have the case of the man who has broken his oath igno- 
rantly, and respecting whom God has decided in the following 
words : “ If a soul swear, pronouncing with his lips to do 
evil, or to do good, whatsoever it be that a man shall pro- 
nounce with an oath, and it be hid from him ; when he 
knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty in one of these. And 
it shall be, when he shall be guilty in one of these things, 
that he shall confess that he hath sinned in that thing : and 
he shall bring his trespass-offering unto the Lord for his sin 
which he hath sinned,” &c. (Levit. v. 4, &c.) Here God 
positively commands, first, that he should confess his sin, 
and secondly, that he should bring a sacrifice in order to 
obtain forgiveness ; and, by the above law, the rabbies as 
positively declare that obedience to these commands is super- 
fluous. A man need only say that he has changed his mind* 
and get a rabbi to absolve him, and then he can set the 
Word of God at defiance, he need neither confess his sin, 
nor bring the sacrifice. How can the men who profess such 
a religion pretend to have any regard for the law of Moses, 
or how can they with any consistency reproach Christians 
with the non-observance of the ceremonial precepts, when 
they themselves profess religious principles which unceremo- 
niously subvert such plain commands ? The second case is, 
however, far more flagrant. It supposes a man to have 
sworn that he would not do a certain thing, but afterwards 
wilfully to have done it — that is, it supposes a man to have 
been guilty of wilful peijury, and yet declares that he may 
be delivered both from the guilt and the punishment, by 
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going to a rabbi and getting absolution. This oral law, 
which would flog a poor starving creature for eating Gentile 
food, or meat and milk together, devises an expedient for 
delivering him who is guilty of the grave crime of perjury 
— that is, though cruel to the poor, it is merciful to the 
criminal. If this be not to violate the laws of God with 
a high hand, then we know not what sin is. Here both 
classes of the precepts, negative and affirmative, are treated 
with the same contempt ; both equally trampled under foot. 
The guilty are absolved, not only from doing what God 
commands, but from the penalty of actual transgression. 
The rabbies presume not only to absolve a man from doing 
what he has sworn to do, but also to turn perjury actually 
committed into innocence. They have assumed the high 
prerogative of God, have abrogated his laws, and taught 
the guilty to set his threatenings at defiance. We verily 
believe that the mass of the Jewish people have been ig- 
norant of this gross contempt for the Mosaic law, or they 
could never have continued so long in such a system, nor so 
long have suffered the name of God to be profaned by the 
attempt to pass off such a religion as proceeding from Him. 
Now, then, we call on every reader of this paper to decide 
whether the oral law can really be from God ? Has this 
doctrine of absolution from oaths anything resembling the 
character of the Divine Being as a God of truth? Is it 
possible that God should give an oral law directly subversive 
of that which he has given in writing ; or will any one 
dare to say that the Almighty, when he wished to give a 
law permitting absolution from oaths, knew so little of the 
Hebrew language as to enunciate it in words which directly 
forbid it? Let no one misunderstand us, as if we applied 
the passages quoted from the oral law generally to the case 
of all oaths, or as if we attributed this doctrine of the oral 
law to all Israel. We do neither the one nor the other; in 
a future number we hope to consider the case of an oath 
between man and man, and at present our only intention 
is to show that the oral law is dishonouring to God, sub- 
versive of the commands given by Moses, and injurious to 
the best interests of the Jewish people ; nay, that it is 
actually a libel on the children of Abraham ; and that, 
therefore, if they have any love to God, any reverence for 
Moses, and any respect for themselves and their brethren, 
they are bound publicly to renounce the principles which it 
inculcates, and by which they have been deluded for so many 
centuries. It is possible to do one of two things — either to 
approve the doctrine of absolution from oaths, or to dis- 
approve of it. Those who approve of it will, of course, 
endeavour to uphold it, and will thereby continue the pro- 
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fanation of God’s name ; and, so far as they can, stamp 
dishonour upon the religion of Israel. Those, who disap- 
prove the idea of a rabbi’s absolving from a solemn oath, 
and think that oaths are not to be tampered with, are 
bound not only to protest against this particular abuse, but 
to reject the whole oral law. The rabbies declare that 
this doctrine is not an ordinance of the scribes, but an 
oral tradition from Moses ; if then it be false, the rabbies 
are again convicted of passing off an invention of their own 
as an ordinance of God, and are therefore wholly unworthy 
of credit. The oral law depends altogether upon the validity 
of the testimony, and if the witnesses can be proved, in any 
one instance, to have spoken falsehood, the credit of the 
whole is destroyed. Now this is eminently the case, for 
not only have tney said what is false, but have endeavoured 
to establish a principle subversive of all reverence for truth. 
It would be difficult for any man, who was known as one 
in the habit of getting dispensation from oaths, to find 
belief or credit in the world, and he would scarcely be 
admitted as a valid witness in a court of justice ; but the 
man who propounds dispensation from oaths as a religious 
doctrine, and teaches it systematically as agreeable to the 
will of God, is a more suspicious person still, and such are 
the authors of the oral law. The former might be regarded 
as a deluded person, who only broke his oaths when he got 
dispensation, but the latter would be considered an artful 
underminer of principle, and a wilful despiser of truth ; his 
testimony would, therefore, have no weight. Now, it is 
upon the testimony of such persons that the authority of the 
oral law entirely depends. It is confessed, that until the 
Mishna and Gemara -were compiled, there was no written re- 
cord of its contents, but that it was propagated from mouth 
to mouth. If, therefore, it appear that those who transmitted 
it were men whose love for truth was equivocal, we cannot 
be sure that they did not transmit a forgery. The doctrine, 
which we have just considered, shows that they did not 
love truth, and that they have actually libelled the memory 
of Moses, the servant of God, by asserting that he taught 
them how to get absolution from oaths. It is for the Jews 
to consider whether they will still be deluded by such 
incompetent witnesses, and still, even silently, upnold a 
doctrine so dishonouring to their religion. 
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Every one naturally thinks that his own religion is the true 
one. The Mussulman thinks thus of Mahometanism, the Chris- 
tian of Christianity, and the Jew of Judaism, and yet it is plain 
that they cannot all be right — two out of the three must neces- 
sarily he in error. What then is to be done ? Are they all to 
go on in listless and lazy indifference, and leave it to another 
world to find out whether or not they have been in the right, 
or are we to lay it down as a maxim that every one is to 
continue in that religion in which he was born, whether 
right or wrong, and that therefore the Turk is to remain a 
Mahometan, and the Hindoo an idolater, to his life’s end P 
There are very many in the world who seem to think so, 
and who adhere to a religion simply because it was the 
religion of their forefathers. Now we grant that no man should 
carelessly or lightly abandon the religion of his childhood, and 
have no scruple in saying that he who changes his religion as 
he would his clothes must be a fool, or something worse. But 
we must say, at the same time, that he w T ho retains his religion, 
merely as a matter of prejudice or interest, is not a great deal 
better, and can hardly be considered as a rational being. Every 
being, whom the Creator has endowed with reason, ought to 
have a religion and to know why he prefers it to all others. 
But perhaps some reader will say, I have a religion — I am a Jew, 
and I prefer this religion to all others, because God himself 
gave it to Moses on Mount Sinai. To this we reply, But how 
do you know that you have got the religion of Moses ? If you 
really had Moses’ religion you could not be wrong, but how can 
you prove that the religion which you now profess is really that 
true religion ? Your fathers in the times of old often forsook 
Moses and the Prophets, and taught their children a false reli- 
gion, how, then, can you be sure that this is not the case with 
what you have got at present ? Certainty can be had only by ex- 
amination and comparison. The Judaism of the present day must 
be compared with the Law and the Prophets. If it agrees with 
them, then the Jews have reason to believe that they are in the 
right ; but if not, then they must be in the wrong. Our own 
firm conviction is, that modern Judaism is altogether spurious, 
and plainly opposed to that religion which God gave to your 
fathers. The doctrine of dispensation from oaths is sufficient 
to prove this, as was shown in the last number. But we have 
more objections still to make against that doctrine, and all con- 
firmatory of the conclusion to which we have come. We saw 
in our last, that if a man swear an oath to himself only, where 
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others are not concerned, he can have absolution, but we now 
come to consider the case of an oath made to another person, 
respecting which the oral law teaches us as follows : — 
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“ If Reuben should adjure Simeon, and he answer Amen, or 
accept the oath ; and afterwards Simeon should repent of his 
oath, and ask concerning it, he is not to be absolved except in 
the presence of Reuben who adjured him. In like manner, if 
Reuben should swear an oath not to receive any profit from 
Simeon, or that Simeon should receive no profit from him, and 
afterwards should repent and ask a wise man, he is not to be 
absolved except in the presence of Simeon, concerning whose 
profit he had vowed : yea, even though Simeon were an infant 
or a Gentile, he is not to be absolved except in his presence, in 
order that he, with respect to whom the vow was made, may 
know that the other has got absolution from his oath or vow, and 
that therefore he may receive from or confer profit upon him.” 
(Hilchoth Sh’vuoth, c. vi.7.) Now in considering this doctrine, 
we must not withhold that measure of approbation which is 
due to the rabbies. There is here a certain degree of honesty 
and plain dealing. The rabbies have determined that where 
one man swears to another, he is not to be absolved, except in 
the presence of that other, and are in so far vastly superior in 
morality to those who hold and teach, not only that all oaths 
may be absolved, but that they may be absolved secretly, so 
„ that he who is most affected by the dispensation, knows notning 
about it. Bad as the oral law is, it does not descend to such a 
depth of hypocrisy and profaneness. Another trait which de- 
serves notice is, that it does not teach that no faith is to be kept 
towards those who have got another religion, but expressly de- 
termines, that if a Jew swear to a Gentile, he is not to be ab- 
solved without that Gentile’s knowledge. AVe readily admit 
that this is greatly superior to a doctrine of dispensation, taught 
and practised by some who call themselves Christians ; but, 
having made this admission, and given the rabbies their due, 
we must also say, that the doctrine of absolution here taught is 
plainly contrary to reason and Scripture, and if extensively 
practised, would destroy all confidential intercourse or dealings 
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between man and man. Just suppose that the law of this 
country was, that any one who had entered into a solemn en- 
gagement with another, could he enabled to break it, simply, by 
calling up the person to whom he had made the promise before 
a magistrate, and by declaring, in his presence, that he re- 
pented of what he had done, who would ever trust another, or 
value even an oath ? Not only would the commercial transac- 
tions of the country be at an end, but the very bonds of society 
would be rent asunder. The existence of human society de- 
pends upon that measure of confidence which a man can place 
in his brother, but if the rabbinical doctrine prevailed and 
were acted upon, there could be no confidence more. A man’s 
oath would be good for nothing, and if so, the value of his word 
still less. But, besides this, the doctrine that a rabbi may ab- 
solve Simeon from his sworn obligation to Ileuben, is absurd. 
If Simeon swear to Reuben a lawful oath, no one on earth but 
Reuben can release him ; but here we are told that a rabbi, 
who has nothing at all to do with the matter, may remit the 
obligation. He might, with as much reason and with less pro- 
fanity, undertake to absolve Simeon from his pecuniary debts. 
That the dispensation must take place in the presence of the 
party to whom Simeon swore, is but poor satisfaction, and 
would not remove the inconvenience, nor diminish the guilt. 
Suppose, for instance, that Simeon should promise Reuben 
with an oath, that within a given time he would complete 
certain business, or lend him a certain sum of money, or any- 
thing else of the kind, and that Reuben should arrange his 
affairs in dependence upon this oath, what satisfaction would it 
be to Reuben to be present at the absolution ! It would not 
remove the inconvenience nor indemnify him for the loss to 
which the non-fulfilment of the oath exposed him, nor abate the 
vexation and sorrow which he must feel to see a teacher of re- 
ligion trampling upon the most solemn sanction with which re- 
ligion guards the intercourse between mail and man. For, 
after all, the main objection to the doctrine is, that it allows 
what God forbids, as we showed in the last number, and under 
the pretence of religion, makes perjury systematic. 

But to estimate this doctrine fully, and also the character of 
the men with whom it originated, we must look at the original 
passage in the Talmud, on which the above-cited decision is 
founded : — 
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44 He that has a vow upon him, with respect to profit from 
his neighbour, is not to be absolved, except in that neighbour’s 
presence. How is this proved ? Rav Nachman says, it is 
proved by the words, 4 And the Lord said unto Moses, in 
Midian, Go return into Egypt ; for all the men are dead which 
sought thy life ; ’ he said to him, In Midian thou hast vow r ed, 
go and get absolution from thy vow in Midian, for it is written, 
HWD bKi*}, 4 And Moses was content.’ (Exodus ii. 21.) Now 
this word means nothing else hut swearing, as it is w’ritten, 

4 And he took an oath of him.’ (Ezek. xvii. 13.) It is further 
proved by the words, ‘And he also rebelled against King 
Nebuchadnezzar, who had made him swear by God.’ (2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 13.) What was the nature of his rebellion ? Zedekiah 
found Nebuchadnezzar eating a live hare, whereupon Nebu- 
chadnezzar said to him, swear to me not to reveal this, nor to 
report the matter. Zedekiah swore, but afterwards he was 
grieved, and went and got his oath absolved and told. Nebu- 
chadnezzar heard that they despised him, and sent and fetched 
the Sanhedrin and Zedekiah, and said to them, Ye see what 
Zedekiah has done, although he swore by the name of God not 
to reveal the matter. They said to him, He got a dispensation 
from his oath. He said, Is it lawful, then, to get dispensation 
from an oath ? They said, Yes. He said again, Is this to be 
done in the other’s presence or absence? They say, In his 
presence,” & c. (Nedarim, fol. lxv. 1.) Now this passage not 
only illustrates the doctrine of dispensation, but throws much 
light upon the character and knowledge of the men from 
whom the tradition is derived. In the first place, it shows a 
strange eonfusion of mind to derive 44 he was willing,’ 

from nbs, “ he sware ; ” but it is stranger still out of this 
mistranslation, to invent a story of Moses having sworn and 
got absolution; but the most strange of all is, that any one 
should be found who can believe this a sufficient warrant for 


446 


DOCTRINE OF OATHS, CONTINUED. 


the doctrine of dispensation from an oath made to a fellow- 
creature. If even it were true, as the rabbies say, that Moses 
had sworn to J ethro not to return into Egypt, still this is not 
a ease in point; for Moses did not get absolution from any 
third person, hut received express permission from Jethro him- 
self to return, as we find in the chapter referred to, where it is 
said, “ And Moses went and returned to Jethro, his father-in- 
law, and said unto him, Let me go, I pray thee, and return 
unto my brethren which are in Egypt, and see whether they 
he yet alive. And Jethro said to Moses, Go in peace.” (Exod. 
iv. 18.) If there was any oath, we see that it was dispensed 
with, not by a wise man, nor by any third person or persons, 
hut by him to whom the oath was made. This passage is, 
therefore, decidedly against the rabbinic doctrine, and there- 
fore the rabbinic doetrine cannot he true. The second ease 
cited by the Talmud is still stronger, as a testimony, both 
against the system and the men. It tells us that Zedekiah 
swore to Nebuchadnezzar not to betray him in a certain matter, 
which no law, either of God or man, compelled him to divulge 
— that he swore by the name of the God of Israel, and yet that, 
after this most solemn transaction, he did what he had sworn 
not to do. He betrayed a man from whom he had received 
kindness, and equally disregarded the obligations of gratitude 
and the sacred ties of an oath — in short, that he committed 
perjury. This is in itself bad enough ; but the Talmud proceeds 
further to tell us, that this was not his own individual act, but 
the solemn decision of the Supreme Council of the Sanhedrin. 
Zedekiah did not perjure himself without having advice. He 
went to the Sanhedrin, and they absolved him from the ob- 
ligation of the oath, v and that contrary to their o 4 wn maxim, 
that an oath sworn to a neighbour cannot be absolved, except 
in his presence. Here, then, the Talmud plainly confesses 
that the Sanhedrin did wrong, in fact, that they were aiders 
and abettors in Zedekiah’s perjury ; that, therefore, they were 
men who had no regard to truth, and no fear of God; and, 
consequently, that no man of any common sense would believe 
a single word that came out of their mouths. What, then, 
becomes of the whole fabric of Jewish tradition ? It' depends 
altogether upon the unimpeachable character of the various 
Sanhedrins through whose hands it passed. If, therefore, we 
should find that any one Sanhedrin consisted of notorious 
liars, the genuineness of the oral law is at an end. But here 
the Talmud itself tells us that even before the deportation of 
Zedekiah, the Sanhedrin consisted, not of common liars, but of 
false swearers, of men who had so little regard for the name 
of the Lord, as to absolve a solemn oath of which that name 
was the safeguard. If they had done this in accordance with 
their traditions, there would be some appearance of consis- 
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tency, but they did it in the face of the tradition, which says, 
that when an oath is sworn to another person absolution cannot 
be given except in his presence. When Zedekiah demanded 
absolution, they should have refused, and told him that it was 
contrary to the oral law ,* but, whether from fear or from self- 
interest, they acceded to the king’s wish, and helped him to 
commit perjury : and these are the men who have handed down 
the oral law ; what trust, then, can be placed in their word, 
when they disregard an oath ? The story is either true or false. 
If true, then all the members of the Sanhedrin were guilty of 
perjury, — if false, then the Talmud has handed down a false- 
hood as truth, and in neither case is it worthy of credit. Surely 
it is time for the chosen people of God to use the reason whicn 
God has given, and to examine the grounds upon which they 
profess Judaism. The ignorant and the thoughtless may retain 
their profession as a mere matter of prejudice, but it would be 
veiy strange if any, who think religion worth a thought, should 
still adhere to a system for which there is not only no evidence, 
but against which there is evidence so satisfactory. According 
to the Talmud itself, and on its own showing, the persons whose 
office it was to guard the traditions in the days of Zedekiah were 
men who transgressed those traditions, and made themselves 
guilty of peijury ; what warrant, then, have the Jews for be- 
lieving that those men did not change the traditions, and hand 
down mere inventions of their own P What was there to restrain 
them from such conduct, if they could free themselves from the 
obligation of an oath by the name of the God of Israel ? 

But as the men who handed down the traditions are described 
by their own successors as -wicked and ungodly persons, so the 
traditions which they have handed down are of the same cha- 
racter, and, as we have said, if generally acted upon, would rend 
asunder all the ties of human society, and beget universal dis- 
trust and suspicion. The oral law plainly and unequivocally 
allows a man to swear to his neighbour that he will do or leave 
undone something that his neighbour requires, and then to get 
absolution from that oath and ao the contrary. It is true that 
it requires this to be done in the presence of the other person, 
but that does not much alter the matter. Whether Zedekiah 
divulged what he had sworn to Nebuchadnezzar to keep secret, 
in his presence or behind his back, is a thing of very little con- 
sequence ; the oath is just as much and as really broken, and 
the results might be just as pernicious and injurious. Take, for 
example, the case of a manufacturer who communicates to liis 
servant some important secret in his trade, and for his own 
security binds him by an oath not to divulge it. In a little time, 
the servant, for some reason or other, finds it convenient or 
profitable to make this secret known, and goes to a wise man, 
summons the manufacturer to be present, gets absolution, and 
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then divulges what he had sworn to keep secret, — where is the 
difference as to all practical purposes, or as to the actual guilt 
of perjury ? But again, suppose that the wise man was to act 
as the Sanhedrin did, and absolve the man without summoning 
the person to whom he swore, it is a question whether the ser- 
vant would then be bound. Zedekiah evidently thought not. 
All he was concerned about was to have absolution, and if there 
was any sin in giving it, he evidently thought that the onus 
rested upon those who gave, and not upon him who received it. 
According to the oral law, the Sanhedrin was wrong in giving 
absolution under the circumstances : but, according to the same 
oral law, Zedekiah was right in obeying their decision. Im- 
plicit and universal obedience to the words of the Sanhedrin 
and wise men is required by the Talmud ; and, therefore, if a 
wise man give absolution, even though he give it unlawfully, 
it is still the duty of him who is absolved to obey his decision, 
and act upon it. A Rabbinist is not allowed to reason ; but as 
we have seen on a former occasion, to believe that his right 
hand is his left, and vice versa , if the rabbies say so — and, con- 
sequently, if a wise man absolve him, he is not to trouble either 
his conscience or his reason as to the right or the wrong ; his 
duty is not to dispute, but to receive the determination as the 
words of the living God. The provision, therefore, that if 
Simeon swear to Reuben he is not to be absolved, except in 
Reuben’s presence, affords but little protection. If it was pos- 
sible for the Sanhedrin, a body consisting of seventy-one persons, 
to disregard it, it is surely possible that any other wise man 
might disregard it also, and absolve Simeon, even in Reuben’s 
absence. Now the bare possibility of such occurrences would 
make all promises, whether sanctioned by oaths or not, of no 
value, and have the most pernicious effect as to the practice of 
speaking truth. Men might reason from the greater to the less, 
and say, If it be lawful, by means of absolution, to break an 
oath, nEim bp> a fortiori , it is lawful to break one’s word 
without absolution ; and, at all events, those to whom the pro- 
mise was given would be likely to reason thus, and say, If we 
cannot depend upon this man’s oath, much less can we place 
confidence in his word. But what is worse still, such a doctrine 
is calculated to make men despise all religion, and to render 
them a prey to infidelity. The thoughtless and the rash are 
very likely to say, If this be religion, better far to be without 
it ; or, to conclude that as such doctrine cannot possibly be the 
offspring of the Divine mind, all revealed religion is a mere im- 
posture. In every case it is a reproach to the good sense and 
piety of Israel to profess such a doctrine ; or, if they do not 
believe it, to remain silent, and suffer mankind to suppose that 
this is the religion of the children of Abraham. So long as they 
profess that the oral law is the source of their religion, so long 
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are they responsible for the doctrines which it teaches ; and so 
long as they abstain from a public renunciation of the oral law, 
they must be considered as believers in its authority. It will 
not do to renounce one particular doctrine, whilst they profess 
faith in the general system. The body of traditions is a whole 
which cannot be parted. They have all come down, resting on 
the same evidence ; if, therefore, the evidence be invalid in any 
one case, it is invalid in all ; and if any one admits its validity 
in some cases, he cannot, if a reasonable man, deny it in others. 
He may dispute about the conflicting opinions of the rabbies, 
but if he admit any one of those doctrines which are called tra- 
ditions from Sinai, he must admit them all, and, consequently, 
this which professes to be one of them. It remains, therefore, 
for the Israelites of the present day to choose, whether they will 
still retain the system of the oral law, and thereby sanction the 
dispensation from oaths, or whether they will repudiate this 
doctrine, and thereby renounce the whole oral law. 


No. LVIII. 

MERITORIOUSNESS OF CIRCUMCISION. 

Wherever there is an internal principle of religion, it will, 
like all other principles, manifest itself in external acts, and in 
an external form of rites and ceremonies. It is just as impos- 
sible for a living man to continue without giving any signs of 
life, as for the religious principle to exist without an outward 
expression. It is the universal law of creation that eveiy vital 
principle should manifest itself, and therefore, when the Crea- 
tor himself was pleased to give a religion, he ordained certain 
rites and ceremonies to give notice of its existence, and to 
serve as the body in which the soul should reside. Kites and 
ceremonies, therefore, are not to be despised, even when devised 
by man, for they are demonstrations of an internal life from 
which they proceed ; but when instituted by God, they are 
doubly important, because besides being a sign, they have all 
the authority of a Divine command. False religion, however, 
is not satisfied w r ith this acknowledgment, nor this measure of 
reverence. It goes still further, and elevates the external sign 
above the thing signified, by making the external rites the 
great essentials of religion. Thus, in the time of the Prophet 
Isaiah, the Israelites thought that the act of sacrifice, and the 
external observation of the Sabbath and holidays, formed the 
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substance of religion, and therefore God told them, that even 
these things, though ordained by himself, were not pleasing in 
his sight, unless they proceeded from the living principle 
within. “ Bring no more vain oblations : incense is an abomi- 
nation unto me ; the new moons and Sabbaths, the calling of 
assemblies, I cannot away with ; it is iniquity, even the solemn 
meeting.” (Isaiah i. 13.) And again in a subsequent chapter 
he says, “ They seek me daily, and delight to know my ways, 
as a nation that did righteousness and forsook not the ordi- 
nances of their God : they ask of me the ordinances of justice ; 
they take delight in approaching to God.” (lviii. 2.) And yet 
at the same time he shows that this was all mere outside work, 
and displeasing in his sight. Wherever, therefore, we find a 
religion, which places external observances above the moral 
duties, we may be sure it is not of God ; and for this reason, 
amongst others, we believe that the oral law is the invention 
of men. We had an instance in the subject last considered, 
the dispensation from oaths. The rabbies disregard the moral 
obligation, but make the mere form of going to a rabbi to get 
absolution an essential requisite. Another proof is furnished 
by their doctrine concerning The meritoriousness of Circum- 
cision t winch is set forth as follows : — 

132 ns bis'E? bs”im» ms bab nu?i? msa 
( ma 12 r-ra mu? ntm? nnsa -isu?a sm nbnui 
, nbn nttnsa mm 3 maj ti?bu? mbs imau 231 
nmau nmam bimuu? 13? nbu? emus snn sbi 
be? rma nbea mmi \msn numu bs nbu ib 
am' is^as nmasu? tmaon nasu? i»a nuna 
^a bub in 033b naa 13'wi mvts be? nnnaa 
naun na isanue? nb-iyn fsm naisai > biaaa? 
be? inna isan bai f ab-a? tmurr ba 'a aasac? 
mm vra me? c" 3 ?s inbay imae? is ranaas 
: san abisb pbn ib ps a'aia me?3?ai 

“ It is an affirmative precept, binding on eveiy man of 
Israel, to circumcise his son j and this is greater than any 
of the other affirmative precepts, for there is a threat of ex- 
cision attached to it ; and further, on account of it, thirteen 
covenants were made, as is recorded in the chapter of cir- 
cumcision. Abraham was not called perfect until he was 
circumcised, and by the merit of eircumcision, a covenant 
was made with him respecting the giving of the land. It 
also delivers from the judgment of hell, for the wise men 
have said, that Abraham our father sits at the door of hell, 
and does not suffer any one that is circumcised to be cast 
into it. Uneireumcision is despised, for the Gentiles are 
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reproached with it, as it is said, 4 All the nations are un cir- 
cumcised ’ (Jer. ix. 25); and every one who breaks the 
covenant of Abraham our father, either by not being 
circumcised or by becoming uncircumcised, has no part in 
the world to come, even though he possess a knowledge of 
the law and good works.” (Joreh Deah., 260.) Here we 
have the very same misconception, which God reproved by 
the mouth of Isaiah ; an external act is preferred to holi- 
ness of life, and a mere preparation of the body to purity 
of heart. It is gravely and solemnly asserted that tire 
precept concerning circumcision is greater than all the 
other affirmative precepts, that is, it is exalted above our 
duty to God and our duty to our neighbour. The command 

-pan “fjnb mnsi 

“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” is an affirma- 
tive precept, and is therefore one of those to which circum- 
cision is preferred. The command 

-pa nfro -pss ns -tm 

“ Honour thy father and thy mother,” is an affirmative 
precept, and has a promise of long life in the land attached 
to it. It concerns our duty to those, to whom, under God, 
we owe our existence, and yet the oral law teaches that 
obedience to it is not so important as to the precept con- 
cerning circumcision. We do not mean to deny the scrip- 
tural importance of circumcision, nor of any other of the 
Divine institutions, but we do mean to appeal to every 
Israelite of understanding to judge, which of these com- 
mandments is of most importance. Can an Israelite, merely 
because he is circumcised, though he has no love to his 
fellow-men, and no reverence for his parents, be acceptable 
in the sight of God, or can he be more acceptable than 
a Gentile who obeys these commands ? But the sweeping 
declaration of the oral law, not only teaches men that cir- 
cumcision is more valuable than love to man, but exalts it 
even above love to God. The commandment, “ Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God, with all thy heart,” &c., is an af- 
firmative precept, and is consequently included amongst 
those which are stated to be inferior to circumcision. This 
conclusion seems so monstrous, that one is almost afraid of 
having misunderstood the sense ; but Itashi, who must be 
acknowledged as an authority, goes still farther, and en- 
deavours to prove that circumcision is equal in importance 
to all the other commandments put together. 

: mire© mrjan bo -rcoa nbnptt? N'na? 

u It is equivalent to all the commandments which are in 
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the law.” (Nedarim, fol. 31, col. ii.) So that there can be 
no doubt that this is the doctrine of the oral law. Now 
just let the reader consider the nature of circumcision. It 
is, in the first place, an external act, — it is, in the second 
place, an act performed without the will of the infant, and 
at a time when he can exercise no act of moral responsi- 
bility, and yet the mere act is placed above the highest 
perfection of a created being, love to God and his fellow- 
creatures. But the oral law does not merely assert this 
doctrine, but gives its proofs, and the first is, that to the 
precept of circumcision the threat of excision is annexed. 
Of course, we admit the fact, for it is plainly said, “ The 
uncircumcised man-child, whose flesh of his foreskin is not 
circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from his people ; he 
hath broken my covenant ” (Gen. xvii. 14) ; but we deny 
the consequence. There is nothing peculiar to circumcision 
in the annexed threat of excision. God has pronounced the 
same threat against every presumptuous sin, as it is written, 
“ But the soul that doeth ought presumptuously, whether he 
be born in the land or a stranger, the same reproacheth 
the Lord ; and that soul shall be cut oft* from among his 
people. Because he hath despised the word of the Lord, 
and hath broken his commandment, that soul shall be 
utterly cut off; his iniquity shall be upon him.” (Numb, 
xv. 30, 31.) Here we see that presumptuous transgression 
of any one of God’s commandments will be visited with the 
same punishment denounced against the omission of circum- 
cision, so that the annexed threat is far from proving that 
this precept is superior to all the other affirmative com- 
mandments. On the contrary, it shows that God does not 
judge by the external act, but by the state of the heart, 
and that presumptuous disobedience of any commandment, 
as demonstrating an utter want of love to him, will be 
visited with the severity of his wrath. It is further 
alleged, “ That Abraham was not called perfect until he 
was circumcised,” — and this is proved in the Talmud, by 
the words, “ Walk before me, and be thou perfect.” But 
these words do not prove that, even after his circumcision, 
Abraham was called perfect ; they are a command to be 
perfect, but not a declaration that he was so ; and it 
cannot be urged that by being circumcised he obeyed this 
command, and thus became perfect, for this would open an 
easy way of attaining perfection to the most abandoned 
of mankind. Besides, it is easy to prove that this word 
“ perfect ” is also given to the uncircumcision. Long 
before circumcision was given, it was applied to Noah. 

Noah was a just man, and perfect in his generations, 
and Noah walked with God ” (Gen. vi. 9), where that which 
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is only commanded to Abraham, is asserted to have been 
found in Noah. God commanded to Abraham to walk 
with him, and to be perfect ; but he declares of the un- 
circumcised Noah, that he was perfect, and did walk with 
him. In this respect, therefore, even if the rabbinic inter- 
pretation of the words were correct, circumcision has no 
superiority over uncircumcision. The next proof, namely, 
“ That by the merit of circumcision a covenant was made 
with Abraham, respecting the giving of the land,” is 
equally inconclusive. Long before the covenant of circum- 
cision God had promised the land to Abraham, and that 
repeatedly ; and not only had promised it, but had actually 
made a covenant with him respecting the gift, as we react, 
“ In the same day, the Lord made a covenant with Abram, 
saying, Unto thy seed have I given this land, from the river 
of Egypt unto the great river, the river Euphrates.” (Gen. 
xvi. 18.) This covenant was made before the birth of Ishmael ; 
and when Ishmael was born, Abraham w r as eighty-six years of 
age ; consequently, it was at least fourteen years before circum- 
cision, so that the assertion that the covenant respecting the 
land was made on account of the merit of circumcision is 
altogether false. God made the covenant, not because Abra- 
ham deserved it, but according to his own grace and mercy, 
when Abraham had no bodily mark to distinguish him from 
the surrounding nations. Here again, then, the oral law 
asserts what is false. But the rabbies were not contented w r ith 
Scripture proof; they felt that the letter of Scripture was 
against them, and therefore had recourse to their own inven- 
tion, and have devised the fable that “ Circumcision delivers 
from the judgment of hell, for that Abraham sits at the door of 
hell, and does not suffer any one that is circumcised to be cast 
into it.” That this is a regular and wilful falsehood, no one 
that has reason, and takes the Scripture to guide it, can 
possibly doubt. It implies that many who are circumcised 
deserve the punishment of hell, and are led to the very door, 
but that Abraham interferes, and delivers them from their just 
punishment. If they did not deserve it, and were not liable 
to it, there could be no necessity for Abraham’s sitting in so 
unpleasant a situation. The guilt of these persons is, there- 
fore, fully admitted, and yet the wise men say, that out of 
regard to the mere external token of the covenant, God gives 
up his attribute of justice, and acquits those who deserve 
punishment. But it implies further, that God does not deal 
thus to the Gentiles — that to them he exercises all justice, and 
show T s no mercy. Abraham looks on with unconcern when a 
Gentile is brought to the place of the damned, feels no compas- 
sion and exercises none, and the Divine Being himself is made 
a party in this injustice, and want of compassion. Religion is 
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misrepresented as a mere system of favouritism, and the Judge 
of all the earth as a doer of wrong. That this is the plain 
drift of the story is plain from what follows : “ Circumcision is 
despised, for the Gentiles are reproached with it, as it is said, 

‘ All the nations are uncircumcised. , ” Here the rabbies plainly 
tell us, that God despises the works of his own hands, that he 
disdains the overwhelming majority of his rational creatures, and 
that not because of their wickedness, or their cruelty, or their 
idolatry, or their profanity, but because they have not got a com- 
mandment which He never gave them. The rabbies themselves 
will admit that God never gave the Gentiles the commandment 
of circumcision, how then is it possible that he should blame 
them, or despise them, or treat them with unmitigated severity, 
because they have not got what He never gave them ? If it 
had been offered to them, and they had refused, there would 
have been some ground for such a representation, but at 
present there is none. It is not true that God reproaches the 
Gentiles in the words, “ All the nations are uncircumcised ; ” on 
the contrary, He is reproaching Israel. The context is, “ Behold 
the days come, saith the Lord, that I will punish all them 
which are circumcised with the uncircumcised; Egypt, and 
Judah, and Edom, and the children of Ammon and Moab, and 
all that are in the utmost corners, that dwell in the wilderness ; 
for all the nations are uncircumcised, and all the house of 
Israel are un circumcised in the heart.” (Jer. ix. 25, 26.) 
This is very different doctrine from that of the rabbies. God 
declares that the mere outward sign of circumcision shall 
not save from punishment ; that he makes no difference what- 
ever between the uncircumcised and the circumcised, but that 
he looks upon the heart, and deals out to all evenhanded 
justice. He says, that he will punish the idolatrous nations, 
whom he has enumerated, but declares that he mil punish the 
sinners of Israel along with them, and then to obviate the 
very objection which the oral law urges, and to take away all 
false confidence in circumcision, he adds, “The nations are 
uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel are uncircumcised in 
heart ; ” as if he would have said, Do not deceive yourselves, 
thinking that your circumcision will save you : there is a worse 
uncircumcision than that of the flesh, the uncircumcision of the 
heart. This is doctrine worthy of the Divine Being, consistent 
with his attributes of justice and holiness, and consolatory and 
encouraging to all his rational creatures ; whereas the rabbinic 
doctrine is dishonouring to God, and contemptuous to all the 
Gentile nations. If it were believed, no Gentile would have 
any motive to serve or honour the true God, from whom he 
could expect neither justice nor mercy. It is equally perni- 
cious and destructive to the moral and spiritual welfare of the 
Israelites themselves. Any man who believes that his circum- 
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cision will save him from hell, will feel himself at liberty to 
violate other commands without fear. Why should he bo 
holy, or chaste, or honest, or true ? His father Abraham is 
sitting at the gate of hell waiting for him, and will deliver 
him from the just reward of his delinquencies. We do not 
mean to attribute such reasoning to all Israelites — far from it ; 
but it is certain that on the minds of the ignorant and 
superstitious this doctine must have this effect. Those who are 
acquainted with the Word of God, or know how to reason, must 
believe that it is false, but then it is their duty not only to 
disbelieve it in their hearts, but to renounce it publicly, and 
to teach the ignorant and uneducated that it is false. Israelites 
often feel justly indignant at the want of due appreciation 
which characterizes public opinion with regal’d to the nation, 
but let them reflect on the causes, and they will cease to 
wonder. Mankind in general does not distinguish between 
the Jews and Judaism, but erroneously attribute, without any 
discrimination, the errors of the system to the men ; and how 
can they do otherwise, so long as the oral law is still upheld 
as a Divine code of law ? Let Israel renounce the errors 
publicly, and all the causes of misconception will be removed. 

But we would ask our readers to go a little farther, and com- 
pare the doctrines of Christianity on this subject with those of 
the oral law. They will find that where the rabbies have erred, 
the disciples of Jesus of Nazareth have taught the truth. 
St. Paul admits the importance and the privileges of circum- 
cision. He asks, “What advantage then hath the Jew? or 
what profit is there of circumcision ? ” And answers, “ Much 
every way : chiefly, because that unto them were committed the 
oracles oi God.” (Horn. iii. 1.) He does not undervalue God’s 
mercy to Israel, but at the same time he honours God’s justice 
and holiness, by declaring that “ God will render to every man 
according to his deeds : to them who by patient continuance in 
well doing seek for glory and honour and immortality, eternal 
life : but unto them that are contentious, and do not obey the 
truth, but obey unrighteousness, indignation and wrath, tribu- 
lation and anguish, upon every soul of man that docth evil, of 
the Jew first, and also of the Gentile ; but glory, honour, and 
peace, to every man that worketh good, to the Jew first, and 
also to the Gentile : for there is no respect of persons with God.” 
(Homans ii. 6 — 11.) This exactly agrees with the words of 
Jeremiah, and with the character of God, as set forth by Moses 
and the Prophets, and must commend itself to the mind of 
every reflecting person. Let then those who reject Christianity 
account for the fact, that where the rabbies are wrong, the 
preachers of Christianity are right. If all truth come from 
God, and unassisted human reason must go wrong, how is it that 
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God . should have helped Christians to the truth, and left the 
J ews in deadly eiTor for so many centuries P 

J udaism teaches that the Gentiles are despised, simply because 
they have not got an outward sign, which God never intended 
they should have. Christianity proclaims that God is a just 
Judge. It says, “ Circumcision verily profiteth, if thou keep 
the law ; but if thou be a breaker of the law, thy circumcision 
is made uncircumcision. Therefore if the uncircumcision keep 
the righteousness of the law, shall not his uncircumcision be 
counted for circumcision ?” Judaism teaches that Abraham sits 
at the gate of hell to deliver even the wicked, if they be only 
circumcised. Christianity teaches that Abraham has no re- 
spect to the outward sign, unless it be accompanied by purity 
of heart. “ There was a certain rich man, which was clothed 
in purple and fine linen, and fared sumptuously every day : and 
there was a certain beggar named Lazarus, which was laid at 
his gate, full of sores. And it came to pass that the beggar 
died, and was carried by the angels into Abraham’s bosom : the 
rich man also died, and was buried; and in hell he lifted up 
his eyes, being in torments, and seeth Abraham afar off, and 
Lazarus in his bosom. And he cried and said, Father Abra- 
ham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus, that he may dip the 
tip of his finger in water, and cool my tongue ; for I am tormen- 
ted in this flame. But Abraham said, Son, remember that thou 
in thy lifetime receivedst thy good things, and likewise Lazarus 
evil things ; but now he is comforted, and thou art tormented. 
And beside all this, between us and you there is a great gulf 
fixed : so that they which would pass from hence to you cannot ; 
neither can they pass to us, that would come from thence. Then 
he said, I pray thee therefore, father, that thou wouldest Send 
him to my father’s house : for I have five brethren ; that he may 
testify unto them, lest they also come into this place of torment. 
Abraham said unto him, They have Moses and the prophets ; 
let them hear them. And he said, Nay, father Abraham : but 
if one went to them from the dead, they will re.pent. And he 
said unto him, If they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither 
will they be persuaded, though one rose from the dead.” (Luke 
xvi. 19 — 31.) Let the reader compare this with the rabbinic 
doctrine, and then explain why it is that where the oral law 
errs, God has given the truth in the New Testament. 
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No. LIX. 

CRUELTY TO THE UNLEARNED. 

The great object of these papers has been to compare Judaism, 
as it at present exists, with the religion of Moses and the Pro- 
phets, and thus to ascertain whether the Jews of the present 
day walk in the good old paths pointed out to their forefathers. 
We have endeavoured to give our reasons for believing that the 
Jews have been imposed upon by the inventors of the oral law, 
and have now got a religion diametrically opposed to that 
w r hich w r as revealed to them by God. More than a year has 
elapsed since the first of these papers was published, and yet 
no answer has appeared. This silence may be attributed to 
one of three causes. Either there has been a want of sufficient 
zeal on the part of those who profess Judaism — or, prudence 
has suggested that the system would not bear discussion — or, 
these papers have been thought unworthy of notice. It is for 
the Jewish people at large to consider, which of these three 
reasons have influenced the champions of the oral law. The 
Jew's certainly have a right to some explanation from those, 
whose learning and station point them out as the natural de- 
fenders of Judaism. Every reflecting man must be staggered 
by the fact, that a strong case has been made out against the 
oral law — that, contemporaneously with the publication of 
these papers, strong symptoms of dissatisfaction with certain 
parts of Judaism have been manifested in one of the most 
respectable synagogues in London — and yet, that nothing has 
appeared, either in the shape of defence or explanation. That 
this silence has not proceeded altogether from contempt is 
made probable by another fact, and that is, That it is confi- 
dently asserted that a public answer was given orally to the 
first number, and that this answ r er was satisfactory to those 
who heard it. It is much to be regretted that the answer 
was not made known generally, so as to afford the same satis- 
faction to others. For ourselves, we should have been most 
happy, if convinced of error, to have retracted any erroneous 
charge. We have, in the interval, frequently considered the 
subject which is said to have been answered ; and now consider 
it our duty, before closing this series, to make known our 
reasons for still believing, that that one topic is in itself suffi- 
cient to prove that the religion of the oral law is a system of 
error. Our arguments were simply these. A religion which 
despises and insults the unlearned cannot be from God. The 
oral law’ docs despise and insult the unlearned, for it com- 
mands its disciples not to marry the daughters of the unlearned 
011 the ground that they are no better than beasts. There- 
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foi'e the oral law cannot be from God. Secondly, a religion 
which makes the murder of an unlearned man lawful, cannot 
be from God. The oral law does make it lawful, for, as we 
showed in No. 1, Rabbi Eleazer says, That it is lawful even on 
the most solemn day of the Jewish year, to kill an unlearned 
man 'without observing any of the technicalities of the rabbinic 
art of slaughtering ; or, as another says, to rend him asunder 
like a fish. Therefore the oral law cannot be from God. W e 
now proceed to show why we still think that that line of 
argument is valid. 

The first step is, to establish the meaning of the expression 
^-)SH Cl? Amhaaretz , which we translated “ an unlearned 
man.” The literal English of this expression is, “ People of 
the land,” it might therefore signify the inhabitants of Canaan, 
but in the Bible it is more commonly used of the mass of the 
Israelitish people, as for instance : — 

: rm:n'_TQ upim tod 7-isn ns bai 

“ And all the people of the land rejoiced, and blew with 
trumpets.” (2 Kings xi. 14. See also verses 18 — 20.) Here 
the expression is opposed to king and princes, and evidently 
means the mass of the population, or, as some would say, “ The 
common people.” And, again, to give an example from the 
Prophets : — 

p-rcirr p 3JDVT p-m n cm bam? pin nnsn 

: \nsn 'ns ba pirn brnn pan 

“Yet now be strong, O Zernbbabel, saith the Lord j and be 
strong, O Joshua, son of Josedech, the high priest ; and be 
strong, all ye people of the land.” (Hag. ii. 4.) Here, also, 
the expression is opposed to the governor of J udah and the high 
priest, and plainly signifies the mass of the population. In 
the oral law. it has much the same signification ; it stands for 
those who are not counted amongst the learned, nor the great 
men of the time, nor the almoners, nor the schoolmasters, as 
appears in the extract given in page 7, with this difference, 
that in the oral law the want of learning is a prominent idea, 
and the expression may therefore be applied to a high priest 
if he be unlearned. In further proof we might appeal to the 
common parlance of the Jews, even at this day, for they com- 
monly call an unlearned man an Amhaaretz. We prefer, 
how r ever, giving one or two extracts more from the laws, 
where the expression Amhaaretz is put in opposition to “The 
disciple of a wise man,” that is, to a learned man. We read, 
for instance, that in a court of justice, 

: visn ca pib crip can Tcbn 

“ The cause of the disciple of a wise man takes precedence of 
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tho cause of an Amhaaretz.” (Hilchoth Sanhedrin, c. xxi. 6.) 
Again, 

'ov pts o"i?s b?h-i mbp pa ninab ib nos pi 
pa? Q"yN anipn av 'Ban bi? mos' sbi > vwn 
: cn spin pna' orroN 'aa n'bsttn mtsvirt 

“ In like manner, it is unlawful for an elder to behave with 
levity to the congregation, even though they he Amharatzin. 
Neither let him behave haughtily to the holy people, for 
although they he common and humble persons, they are chil- 
dren of Abranam, Isaac, and Jacob.” (Ibid., c. 25.) Again, 

b>3i o'tMn nsi D'aapn ns piabms -p’ob 
'i3i nsn'a TQ»b sbs inis p-tabn ps 

: J i3i 13B7 bap 1- ' 

“ Therefore, when children and women, and the whole genus 
of Amharatzin, are instructed, they are to be taught to serve 
God only from the motive of fear, and the desire to receive a 
reward until,” &c. (Hilchoth T’shuvah, c. x. 5.) In these 
passages, and many, many more may be added, Amhaaretz 
plainly signifies an unlearned man, and it does not appear from 
any one, that there is any crime to be laid to his charge. He 
may appear as suitor in a court of law ; he is considered as a 
son of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ; he is put on a level with 
the children and the women of Israel. The only disparagement 
is, that he has not been brought up at the feet of a learned 
rabbi, and, therefore, cannot be reckoned amongst the disciples 
of the wise men. 

The next thing to be established is, that the oral law 
despises and insults those whose misfortune it is to be un- 
learned ; and here, in addition to the complement paid to their 
wives and daughters, noticed in No. 1, w r e bring, as a proof, 
the general rule which is given respecting their treatment : — 

l\s ™ YittNa canm proa; psn ian 
pbrs psi nni? pa pbnpn psi nnv pb pioia 
O'cifTn bi? didi-ibies pis pann psi no pb 
I'Si np-ta b© naip bu Disntaics pis p:aa psi 
: pias bv pm3» ps F|s s"'i pa par pibna 

“Our rabbies have handed dowm as a tradition, that six 
tilings are said with respect to Amharatzin. Testimony is not 
to be given to them, nor received from them. A secret is not 
to be revealed to them. They are not to be appointed as 
guardians to orphans, nor to an alms-fund. One is not to boar 
them company in the wav. And some say, that if they have 
lost any thing, and it is found, no public notice is to be* given 
X 2 
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respecting it.” (Pesachim, fol. 49, eol. 2.) Here, then, the 
unlearned are branded as liars, whose word is not to be de- 
pended upon — as rogues, unfit to he trusted with property— at 
murderers, with whom it is unsafe to w r alk by the way-side. 
Can eontempt or insult add more? Yes; rabbinic contempt 
had one insult more galling than these, and that w'as to put 
them on a level with Gentiles, and this it has done by forbid- 
ding public notice to be given, if any thing which they had 
lost should be ftrind. Now, we fear not to assert, that this one 
passage is fatal to the claims of the oral law. There is not a 
particle of resemblance in it to the merciful and just religion 
made known by Moses. It is the effusion of a mind intoxicated 
with self-conceit and arrogance. The authors of the oral law' 
w ere determined, so far as they could, to lay it down as a 
maxim, not only that no wisdom, but no truth, no honesty, and 
no humanity, w as to be found, exeept amongst themselves, and 
their disciples : they wfished to have the monopoly of all moral 
virtue, as well as of all learning. We ask both the learned 
and the unlearned, whether it be possible that such a law 
could have emanated from the God of Israel ? But there is 
not only excessive arrogance, there is also gross injustice in 
their law. It is ordained, first, that in a court of law T , the 
cause of the learned is to be heard before the cause of the un- 
learned ; this is in itself most unjust, but is not to be compared 
with w r hat follows. The oral law forbids the appointment of 
an unlearned man as guardian to orphans ; ean any thing be 
more oppressive ? Suppose that an unlearned man, on his 
death-bed, thinks of a guardian for his orphan children, and 
looks to a brother, or an intimate friend, as unlearned as him- 
self, but wffiose worth, and honesty, and affection, he has long 
known and valued ; the oral law forbids him to make such an 
appointment ; and if he has no learned Mend — and how, wffiere 
such a law' exists, is it ever possible that the learned and the 
unlearned should be friends ? — he must die with the agonizing 
thought, that his children must be left to the guardianship of 
a perfect stranger. Is it possible to conceive anything more 
oppressive, unjust, or cruel ? But the oral law is not content 
w ith this ; it will not permit an unlearned man, even in his 
lifetime, to recover property that has been lost. Whoever 
finds it may keep it. The law for other people is, that if any 
thing be found, the finder is to have proclamation made m the 
city, or, if the majority of the inhabitants be Gentiles, in the 
synagogue, that the loser may hear of it. But the poor 
Amhaaretz is excluded from the benefit of this command. It 
mav, however, puzzle the reader, how the finder is to know 
whether the thing which he has found belongs to a learned or 
an unlearned man. One of the commentators has solved this 
difficulty in the following manner : — 
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n ncsi \nsrt b^7 isms? stt psa rrsi 
mais \n^ n oa btt? «-) , ’ , 'a?a7 pna’ 

: ana bs:D 

“ If you ask, How is the finder to know that the thing found 
belongs to an Amhaaretz ? It. Isaac says, it is in such a case 
as when a crowd of Amharatzin is passing, and we see that it 
fell from them.” (Ibid.) So that, according to this interpre- 
tation, the disciples of the wise men are positively allowed to 
retain what they know does not belong to them, if they only 
see that it does belong to an unlearned man ; and yet these are 
the men who are so afraid of the dishonesty of the unlearned, 
as to forbid their appointment to the office of guardian to 
orphans, or treasurer to a charitable fund. Let any man of 
common sense decide, whether this law is honest or dishonest, 
and then let him decide, whether it can come from God, and 
whether such a religion is fit for an honest man ? 

The most important point, however, remains, and that is, 
the permission to kill an unlearned man, or to rend him like 
a fish. We have been told that this is merely figurative 
language, but the context is not such as to lead to this conclu- 
sion ; on the contrary, the passage itself, and all that precedes 
and follows, leads us to believe that it was meant literally. 
In the first place, it is said, that it is lawful to kill an Amhaa- 
retz without observing the rules of ntS’TItP slaughtering, and 
when the disciples ask the reason. It. Eleazar replies, Because 
these rules would require a benediction to be pronounced, 
whereas he would not have an Amhaaretz treated with such 
respeet. Let any man explain the figurative meaning of all 
this. Secondly, It. Samuel, to take away all ambiguity, says, 
in the name of It. Johannan, that it is lawful to rend him as a 
fish. Now it is known that, with regard to fish, the rules 
of nfc'nttf or slaughtering, are not observed. All ambiguity, 
therefore, as to It. Eleazar’s meaning, is here removed. Thirdly, 
it is evident that the rabbies looked upon the unlearned as 
nothing better than beasts. They say, that the daughters of 
the unlearned are an abomination, and their wives vermin : 
yea, that their daughters are beasts. Now, when men are so 
wicked as to use such language concerning their fellow- 
creatures, are we to be astonished that they should draw the 
conclusion that necessarily follows from such premises, and 
that they should allow these beasts and vermin to be killed ? 
When we see that these rabbies allow an unlearned man to be 
robbed with impunity of that which he has lost, what principle 
of conscience or justice is there left to prevent them from 
killing him whom they have robbed ? If all the other prin- 
ciples of these rabbies were just, honest, upright, and merciful, 
we might be tempted to suppose, that in these words they 
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enveloped some mystical sense. But when we see that the 
principles which precede and follow are an outrage upon 
humanity, justice, and mercy, no such supposition is necessary. 

But, after all, how did the commentators understand t&e 
passage? If we, as Gentiles, are accused of misrepresenting 
the sense, what did the rabbies, who succeeded, make of this 
passage ? The commentary from which we have just quoted, 
after saying, that if a crowd of Amharatzin let any thing fall, 
it is lawful to keep it without giving public notice, adds, that 
this is to he understood strictly of what is lost, but that it does 
not warrant the learjied to rob them by force ; upon which the 
following difficulty is started : — 

nnpb nnma? mia mu sntrn -now urns: 'sun 

: 'im ms 

“ Why should it be unlawful to deal thus with his money, 
when it is lawful to deal violently with his body, for it is 
lawful to rend him as a fish.” (Ibid.) Now here this rabbi 
evidently interpreted the permission to kill literally, and he 
naturally asks, If it be lawful to take away a man’s life by 
violence, why should it not be lawful to take away his money*? 
If the words had been taken figuratively, there would have 
been no room for this question. We have, therefore, neither 
misunderstood nor misrepresented the meaning. The oral law 
allows the murder of an unlearned man, and that with as little 
ceremony as it permits the killing of an unclean animal, or a 
fish. We therefore repeat our assertion, that the oral law can- 
not be from God. One such passage is quite sufficient to dis- 
credit the whole, not only because of its intrinsic wickedness, 
but because it displays the character of those men with whom 
the oral law originated. Superabundant self-conceit, cold- 
blooded cruelty, and unrelenting enmity, are the striking 
characteristics of those men, who, by dint of force and fraud, 
gradually enslaved the minds of the Jewish people. It appears 
from these passages, and from the plain confessions of the rabbies 
in the context, that the common people struggled hard before 
they submitted to the yoke of the oral law. The attempt to 
impose such a burden, evidently produced the most bitter ani- 
mosity between the rabbies and the people. The people were 
ready, as one of the rabbies says, to kill all the wise men, and 
these, in return laid down the principles of retaliation which we 
have just considered, and which are a disgrace to the name of 
religion. These principles, however, would not have triumphed 
if the rabbies had not got the whole power of the State into 
their own hands. By means of that unlawful and heathenish 
tribunal, the Sanhedrin, they were able to coerce the people, 
and to kill all who refused to submit. Judaism, therefore, as it 
at present exist, is a religion which was originally forced upon 
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the Jewish people against their will, and therefore has no 
claims upon their reverence or gratitude. By the dispersion, 
God has removed the main difficulties in the way of their 
moral and spiritual emancipation. Christianity is in the as- 
cendant, and will not permit any “ wise men ” to kill the un- 
learned without ceremony. The people may, therefore, assert 
their religious liberty in perfect security, and without any fear 
of the Sanhedrin. We tell the Jews, even on the admissions of 
the Talmud itself, that their present religion is not even the 
object of their choice, and much less the religion given by God, 
but that it was imposed upon the consciences of their fathers 
by force ; and, therefore, ask the Jews, Whether they still wish 
to continue slaves to superstition and cruelty, when God has, 
in his providence, arranged the means of their delivery ? The 
Jewish people have often had reason to complain of the in- 
justice, contempt, and cruelty of the nations amongst whom 
they have been scattered ; but we ask them, Have the most 
barbarous nations ever treated them with more contempt, in- 
justice, and cruelty than that which we have just found autho- 
rized by the oral law? Ignorant and superstitious Gentiles 
have turned the holy name of Jew into a term of reproach, but 
where was it ever known or heard of, that the most ignorant 
and most superstitious called the Jews vermin, or compared 
the wives and daughters of Israel to beasts? It is Judaism, 
and Judaism only, that utters this foul and inhuman slander. 
In seasons of popular tumult, mobs have risen and plundered 
the Jews ; but where is the nation, or the religion, which has 
made a law that it is lawful to keep the lost property of a Jew ? 
Judaism, and Judaism alone, is guilty of this injustice. Pre- 
judice lias unjustly assailed the character of the Jewish people, 
but what sect or party of Christians ever thought of branding 
them as liars, whose evidence is not to be received ; as rogues, 
unworthy to be appointed as guardians to orphans or pro- 
perty ; as murderers, with whom it is unsafe to walk by the 
road-side? Yet this is the deliberate sentence of Judaism re- 
specting the unlearned ; that is, respecting the great mass of 
the Jewish people. Just suppose that the Parliament of 
England was to pass a law, declaring that the Jews are to be 
considered incompetent to give testimony, or to be guardians 
of property, warning people to beware of walking with a Jew, 
and permitting men to kill them, or to rend them like a fish ; 
would not the Jewish people perceive in a moment the injus- 
tice and the cruelty of such legislation ? Would they not have 
just reason to complain of the blind prejudice which possessed 
the minds of the legislators ? And yet, this is only what the 
rabbies have done. If Judaism be true, then the mass of 
the Jewish people are liars, rogues, and murderers; for this 
is what Judaism asserts; and if the Jewish people con- 
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sent to its truth, they are stamping* themselves, their wives, 
and their daughters with infamy. The truth or falsehood 
of the oral law is not simply a speculative question, or a ques- 
tion relating to their eternal interests in another world ; it is a 
question deeply affecting their characters and their welfare at 
present. It simply comes to this, are all unlearned Jews, that 
is, the overwhelming majority of the people, to he considered 
as utterly destitute of truth, honesty, and humanity? If 
Judaism be true, the answer is, Yes. Let, then, every Jew, 
rich or poor, learned or unlearned, consider whether he will still 
profess a religion that defames and insults the mass of his 
countrymen. The character of the nation is foully attacked, 
defamed, and vilified, hut not by Gentiles, not by Turk, Infidel, 
or Heretic, but by the Talmud and the Rabbies. The only 
w ay in w T hich this calumny can be met and wiped away, is, by 
a renunciation of that system which has dared to utter it. If 
there live a Jew who has the slightest regard for the honour 
of the nation, he is bound to protest aloud against the falsehood 
of the oral law. That it is false, requires no great stretch of 
argument to prove. Every unlearned Jew, w r ho is conscious 
that he is not a liar, a rogue, and a murderer, has the proof in 
his ow r n breast, that Judaism is false. Every unlearned Jew, 
who duly honours and respects his wife and daughters, and 
believes that they are neither vermin nor beasts, is a witness 
against the truth of the oral law. Every one who believes that 
dishonesty is contrary to the will of God, and that the murder 
of the unlearned is unlawful, has the proof that that system 
which w r as imposed upon his fathers, is not from God. 


No. LX. 

RECAPITULATION. 

Having, by the help and mercy of God, brought those 
papers to the last number, we propose here to sum up their 
contents, and to give a review of the arguments which have 
been urged. The topics discussed have been very various, but 
the object in all has been the same, — To show that Judaism, or 
the religion of the oral law r , is not the old religion of Moses 
and the Prophets, but a new and totally different system, 
devised by designing men, and unworthy of the Jewish people. 
That Judaism is identical with the religion of the oral law 


RECAPITULATION. 


465 


was proved in the first number by an appeal to the highest 
possible authority, the Prayer-book of the synagogue, which is 
not only formed in obedience to the directions of the oral law, 
but declares expressly that the Talmud is of Divine authority. 
So long, therefore, as that Prayer-book is the ritual of tne 
synagogue, the worshippers there must be considered as 
Talmudists, believers in all the absurdities, and advocates of 
all the intolerance of that mass of tradition. That this is no 
misrepresentation and no unfounded conclusion of our own, 
appears from the latest book published in this country by a 
member of the Jewish persuasion. Joshua Van Oven, Esq., 
has, in his “Introduction to the Principles of the Jewish 
Faith,” a chapter, headed JUDAISM, which begins thus, — 
“The Jewish religion, or Judaism, is founded solely on the 
law of Moses, so called from its having been brought down by 
him from Mount Sinai. With the particulars of these laws he 
had been inspired by the Almighty during the forty days he 
remained on the mount, after receiving the Ten Command- 
ments ; these he afterwards embodied in the sacred volume, 
known and accepted as the written law, and called the Penta- 
teuch, or the Five Books of Moses, contained in the volume 
we term the Bible. We also, from the same source, receive, as 
sacred and authentic, a large number of traditions not commit- 
ted to writing, but transmitted by word of mouth down to 
later times ; without which many enactments in the Holy Bible 
could not have been understood and acted upon ; these, termed 
traditional or oral laws, were collected and formed into a 
volume called the * Mishna,’ by Rabbi Jehudah Hakodesh, 
A.M. 4150. In addition to this, we are guided by the ex- 
plications of the later schools of pious and learned rabbies, 
constituting what is now known by the name of the Talmud, or 
Gemara.” * 

Nothing can be more explicit than this avowal. A learned 
and pious Jew of the nineteenth century honestly avows that 
Judaism is the religion of the Talmud; and upon this principle 
we have examined Judaism, and compared it with Moses and 
the Prophets, and the result of this comparison is — 

I. That Judaism is a false Religion. 

The premises, from which we draw this conclusion, are — 

I. That the oral law is altogether destitute of external 
evidence. To establish the authority of the oral law, it is 
absolutely necessary to prove a succession of Sanhedrins from 
the time of Moses to that of Rabbi Jehudah, or at the least 
an unbroken chain of tradition. But it has been proved, in 
Nos. xliii. and xliv., that there was no such thing as a 


* “ A Manual of Judaism," 
London, 1835. Page 22. 
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Sanhedrin until after the Greek conquest of Judea, and in 
No. xlv., that there is no continuous chain of tradition. The 
only evidence, therefore, which could beget faith in the mind 
of a reasonable man is wanting. 

2. The oral law itself is full of manifest fables . This has 
been proved almost in every number, but particularly from 
Nos. xvii. — xxi., where the fables selected are such as are 
particularly noticed in the prayers of the synagogue. No one 
can doubt that the stories about Leviathan and Behemoth — of 
Adam’s singing the 92d Psalm after a conversation with 
Cain — of the river Sambation — of the experiment made by 
Turnus Rufus to raise his father — of Mount Sinai having been 
turned, like a tub, over the Israelites — of the descent of 
600,000 angels to crown the Israelites — of the people’s travel- 
ling 240 miles backwards and forwards during the delivery of 
the Ten Commandments, &c., &c., — are all downright fables, 
not a whit more authentic than similar stories eontamed in the 
Koran, or the Arabian Nights’ Entertainments. Any one 
fable would be sufficient to overturn the credit of the oral law, 
but what are we to think of the host of downright falsehoods 
here enumerated ? 

3. It is directly subversive of the state of things established in 
the written law . Moses appointed the priests, the sons of Levi, 
as the religious teachers of Israel. The oral law has ousted 
them altogether from their office, as was shown in No. xli. 

4. The oral law encourages those Heathen superstitions ex- 
pressly forbidden by Moses and the Prophets, such as magic, 
astrology, amulets, and charms, as is shown from Nos. xxii. 
— xxvi. 

5. The oral law loosens the moral obligations. It teaches 
men how to evade the Divine commandments, as was showm 
in Nos. xi., xiv., and xv. It allow r s dispensation from oaths, 
as proved in Nos. lvi. and lvii. It allow T s men to retain w T hat 
they know does not belong to them, if it only belongs to a 
Gentile (p. 18), or to an unlearned Jew, as appeal's from No. 
lix. It sanctions the murder of the unlearned. 

6. It leads men to put trust in mere external acts as a com- 
pensation for moral delinquencies. The washing of hands 
(No. x.) — the external sanctification of the Sabbath (No. 
xxix.) — the blowing of the eornet at the new year (No. xxxiv.) 
— the rite of circumcision (No. lviii.), &c., &e., are represented 
as sufficient to save wicked men from the just punishment of 
their misdeeds. 

7. Though called an oral law , because not written with ink , 
it is really written in blood. For the most trifling offences it 
sentences the offender to be flogged (Nos. xiii. and liii.) — for 
the transgression of the rabbinic commands respecting the 
Sabbath, it awards the sentence of death (No. xxvii.) — and, 


RECAPITULATION. 


467 


by its laws respecting the killing and cooking meat (Nos. 
xlix. — liv.), it prevents the poor from getting food for them- 
selves and their children. 

8. It degrades the female sex , by permitting polygamy 
(No. xlvii.) — by permitting divorce on the most trifling pre- 
text (No. xlviii.) — by declaring women incompetent to give 
evidence — by excluding them from the public worship of God 
— and by teaching that they are under no obligation to learn 
the revealed will of their Creator (No. iii.). 

9. It oppresses and insults slaves , by forbidding them to be 
instructed in the law (No. iii.), and by placing them, when 
dead, on a level with brutes (No. lv.). 

10. It is a persecuting and intolerant system. It gives 
every rabbi the power of excommunicating the Jews (No. 
xxxi.), and it commands the conversion of all the Gentile 
nations by the sword (No. vi.). 

11. It forbids the exercise of the commonest feelings of 
humanity to those whom it calls idolaters. It will not permit 
a drowning idolater to be helped, nor a perishing idolater to be 
rescued, nor an idolatrous woman in travail to be delivered 
(Nos. iv. and v.). 

12. It leaves those Gentiles who are not idolaters without 
religion. It teaches that they are not commanded to love 
God, and breaks up all the happiness of domestic life, by 
asserting that amongst Gentiles there is no such thing 
as marriage (No. viii.). For these and other reasons which 
might be adduced, we believe that Judaism is contrary to 
the religion of Moses and the Prophets — that it has not pro- 
ceeded from God, but is the mere invention of men, and there- 
fore false. 

II. From these premises w T e have concluded, secondly, 
That Judaism has for its authors wicked men, unworthy 
of credit. One of the most daring acts of wickedness, that 
can be committed is to invent laws and principles, and pass 
them off as the laws of God. Every degree of wilful falsehood 
is sinful ; but to forge Divine laws, and impose upon the 
consciences of men, is the most daring of all wickedness, for it 
not only deceives men, but it dishonours God. The Divine 
Peing is represented as the author of principles and practices 
which are abhorred by the good even amongst men. Is it 
possible that those men could be good, who invented the 
fables of which we have spoken above — or who overturned the 
Mosaic constitution for the purposes of personal aggrandise- 
ment— or who teach that oaths may be broken with impunity 
— or that men may keep what does not belong to them — or 
that unlearned men may be murdered without ceremony — or 
that it is lawful to look upon the agonies and pain of an 
idolater without rendering him any assistance or feeling any 
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pity? If falsehood, peijury, dishonesty, cruelty, and inhu- 
manity, constitute men wicked, then the authors of the oral 
law are wicked men, and altogether unworthy of credit. And 
therefore we conclude — 

III. That their testimony against Christianity is of 
no value. Many Jews of the present day reject Christianity 
simply because the rulers of the nation rejected the Lord Jesus 
Christ. But the discoveries which we have made of the 
principles and practices of these men show, that there is no 
foree whatever in this argument. Their testimony against 
Jesus of Nazareth is not to be trusted any more than Maho- 
met’s testimony against the fidelity of the Jewish nation in 
preserving the Scriptures. This impostor says, that the Jews 
have corrupted the Old Testament, but no one believes the 
charge, because he has been convicted himself of forging 
revelations and laws. The authors of the oral law have been 
convicted of the same offence, and their testimony must be 
rejected for the very same reason. They have passed off their 
own inventions as l)ivine laws — they have taught their absurd 
legends as undoubted matters of fact — they are plainly con- 
victed of falsehood, and the only alternative is to say that these 
falsehoods are wilful, and then the men who witness against 
Christianity are wilful liars, or to confess that the authors 
were mad, and therefore incompetent to give any testimony. 
In every case they must be regarded as propagaters of false- 
hood. But falsehood is not the only trait in their character; 
they were interested in their testimony against Jesus: they 
were his personal enemies, because he opposed their preten- 
sions and condemned all their inventions. They had, therefore, 
a strong motive for condemning him, and there is nothing in 
their character to lead us to suppose that their love of justice 
would prevail over their private feelings. When the general 
tenour of a man’s conduct is evidently the result of upright 
principle, it is possible to believe that he would be just even to 
an enemy. When a man’s whole life has been distinguished 
by tender compassion, it is possible to believe that he would 
not be cruel even to a foe. But neither supposition holds good 
with respect to the authors of the oral law. They do not even 
profess integrity, for they teach that it is lawful to defraud an 
unlearned man — they declare, by their permission to kill an 
Amhaaretz, that they had no value for human life. If they 
were capable of murdering in cold blood a man w T ho had never 
offended them, simply because he did not belong to their party, 
is it to be wondered at that they should endeavour to destroy 
one who w ho w as a direct opposer ? The condemnation of the 
Lord Jesus Christ by such men is not only no argument 
against his character or claims, but even an argument in his 
fgvour. It is a decisive proof that he did not belong to their 


RECAPITULATION. 


4(39 


party, and that, therefore, there are not the same objections to 
his testimony as to theirs. The Jews of the present day, there- 
fore, must find some other reasons for rejecting Jesus of 
Nazareth. The couduet of their great and learned men at the 
time can supply no warrant for unbelief at present : it is, on 
the contrary, a sort of presumptive evidence that He was a good 
man. Ana this presumption is much strengthened by com- 
paring the oral law with the New Testament, whereby we 
learn — 

IV. That in all those points where theoral law is 
weak, the New Testament is strong. In the first place, it 
is entirely free from all fabulous additions to the Old Testa- 
ment history. It recognises the authority, and frequently 
cites the writings, of Moses and the Prophets, but it is never, 
like the Talmud, guilty of forgeries. Neither Jesus nor his 
diseiples pretended to have an oral interpretation of the law, 
unknown to the people at large, and therefore capable of being 
twisted to their own purpose's. They referred simply to the 
written word, and by it desired to have all their doctrines 
judged. In the second place, it is free from all superstitious 
doctrines concerning magic, astrology, and other heathenish 
arts. It does not allow absolution from oaths, nor mark out 
any class of society as the lawful victims of fraud and violence. 
It is merciful to the poor and to slaves. It teaches that the 
souls of women are as precious in the sight of God as those of 
men. It forbids polygamy, and allows divorce only in one 
ease where it is necessary, and thus protects the weaker sex, 
and guards the sacredness and the happiness of domestic life. 
It differs especially from the oral law in its estimation of ex- 
ternal rites, and thus gives the strongest evidence of its Divine 
origin. If there be one sign of true religion more satisfactory 
than another, it is the placing of holiness of heart and life as 
the first great requisite, at the same time that it does not un- 
dervalue any of God’s commands. Now this mark Christianity 
has, and Judaism wants. The former teaches expressly, That 
without holiness no man shall see the Lord, and that for the 
want of it no external ceremonies can compensate. Further, 
Christianity knows of no violent methods of propagating the 
truth. It nowhere tells its followers, when they have the 
power, to compel all men to embrace its doctrines, or to put 
them to death if they refuse. It has not a criminal code 
written in blood, and prescribing floggings of rebellion, or even 
death, for a mere ceremonial offence. It does not allow each 
individual teacher to torment the people by excommunication 
and anathema at his pleasure. And lastly, it does not misre- 
present God as an unjust and partial judge, who confines the 
benefits of revelation to one small nation, and sentences the 
overwhelming majority of mankind to unholiness and unhap- 
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piness. If ever Judaism should attain to universal dominion, 
and the principles of Judaism be brought into action, the whole 
Gentile world would be doomed to misery and ignorance. By 
pronouncing that amongst Gentiles there is no marriage-tie, it 
would rob them of all domestic peace. By sentencing every 
Gentile reader of the Bible to death, it would deprive them of 
all the consolations and instructions of the Word of God, and 
by forbidding them to keep a Sabbath, it would, so far as it 
could, annihilate every token of God’s eare and loving- 
kindness. The triumph of Christianity, on the contrary, and 
the full development of all its principles, would fill the world 
with peace, and joy, and happiness.* The fundamental prin- 
ciples of Christianity, namely, that the Messiah has died for 
the sins of the whole world, sets forth God as the tender 
father who eares for all his children, and therefore teaches all 
men to regard one another as fellow-heirs of the same eternal 
salvation. It does not deny that Israel has peculiar privileges 
as a nation, but fully acknowledges that “they are still beloved 
for the fathers’ sakes,” and that they are yet to be the benefac- 
tors of the human race as they were of old. But it asserts, at 
the same time, that God is not the God of the Jews only, 
but of the Gentiles also, and thus makes it possible for Jew 
and Gentile to love each other. The only foundation for the 
peace and unity of all nations is the recognition of God as the 
Father of all, and this foundation is the very corner-stone of 
Christianity, whilst it neither does nor can form any part of 
the fabric of Judaism. Christianity teaches that the first and 
great commandment is, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God 
with all thy heart ; and the second is, Thou shalt love thy 
neighbour as thyself; and teaches, at the same time, that all 
men are our neighbours. Judaism teaches that circumcision is 
the greatest of all the commandments, and that none but Jews 
and proselytes are neighbours. Thus Judaism divides, whilst 
Christianity tends to unite, all the children of men in the 
bands of peace. It has only one principle of God’s dealings to 
men, and that principle is love ; and one principle for the guid- 
ing of man’s conduct to men, and that is love also. Let not 
the Jewish reader think that we Gentiles wish to ascribe any 
merit to ourselves, as if by our own wit or wisdom we had 
found out a religious system superior to anything that Israel 
had been able to devise. Far from it ; we acknowledge again, 
as we did in the first number, that we are only disciples of one 
part of the Jewish nation. From the Jews Christianity came 
to us. It has been a light to lighten us Gentiles, but we 
acknowledge its Divine Author as the glory of his people Israel. 
All we mean by instituting the comparison is, to show those 
who still adhere to the oral law, that there is another JeAvish 
religion infinitely superior, and more like that of Moses and 
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the Prophets. And we appeal confidently to every reader of 
these papers to decide whether the New Testament or the 
Talmud is the better book, and to say which is the most agree- 
able to the will of God as revealed to their forefathers. We 
earnestly call upon them to make the decision, and to deliver 
themselves from that unmerited weight of odium which has 
rested upon them for centuries ; and from that still more 
dreadful evil, the displeasure of Almighty God, which has 
followed them ever since they forsook the Old Paths wherein 
their fathers walked. 

It is time for those, at least, who profess to abhor certain 
parts of the Talmud and oral law, to justify their professions 
by consistent conduct. If they wish people to believe them 
when they profess love and charity towards all men, they must 
begin by repudiating the authority of the oral law, and re- 
nouncing the worship of the synagogue. How can we possibly 
believe that those are sincere in their professions to men, who 
declare that they are insincere in their worship of the heart- 
searching God ? Every man who uses the prayers of the syna- 
gogue, there confesses himself to God as a believer in the oral 
law, and consequently ready to execute all its decrees of cruelty, 
fraud, and persecution — ready, when he has the power, to con- 
vert all nations with the sword. That is his profession in the 
synagogue ; when, then, he comes forth from the solemn act of 
Divine worship, and tells me that he is liberal and charitable, 
and that he abhors persecution, how can I possibly believe 
him? There is falsehood somewhere, and the only possible 
mode of removing this appearance is by a public renunciation 
of the oral law, and an erasure of those passages in the public 
prayers which affirm its Divine authority. This all truly libe- 
ral-minded Jews owe to themselves, to the Christian public, 
to their brethren, and, above all, to their God. To themselves 
they ewe it, because so long as their words and their deeds 
contradict each other, a mist hangs over them. To the Chris- 
tian public they owe it, for they must naturally desire to know 
the principles of those with whom they are connected. To 
their brethren they owe it, for this is the only way of deliver- 
ing the nation from the calamities of centuries. To their God 
they owe it, for by the blasphemies of the oral law, His charac- 
ter is misrepresented, and His name blasphemed. 


TIIE END. 
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